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PREFACE 


When scholars in various disciplines belonging to the humanities 
make use of the extensive corpus of Philonic writings, they seldom 
stop to think about how it came to happen that these precious 
documents were preserved for posterity. Philo was an Alexandrian 
Jew, but his writings and thought fell out of favour in his own Jewish 
tradition. They were preserved through the efforts of early Christ- 
ians, who decided that these works could assist them in developing 
their own distinctive kind of thought. This process of reception and 
selective appropriation was the focus of my research in the period 
from 1987 to 1993, resulting in the publication of the monograph 
Philo in Early Christian Literature: a Survey, published in 1993 by Van 
Gorcum (Assen) in their series Compendia Rerum Iudaicarum ad 
Novum Testamentum (III 3) in conjunction with Fortress Press 
(Minneapolis). 

In this book I attempted to give a fairly comprehensive coverage 
for the period up to 400 AD. As was observed in the preface, the 
theme was very broad, and hitherto largely unresearched in a 
systematic fashion. Many a time I had to resist the temptation to 
delve more deeply into particular aspects of my theme. But I did not 
always resist. As a result a number of essays were published in jour- 
nals and other collective works which complement various aspects of 
that book. In particular mention should be made of the inaugural 
lecture given in Utrecht in 1992, in which I attempted to place the 
results of my research in a broader philosophical and theological 
perspective. It now appears for the first time in an English trans- 
lation. In consultation with the editors of this series Professors J. C. 
M. van Winden (Leiden) and J. den Boeft (Amsterdam-Utrecht) and 
with Drs. H. van der Meij (Brill) it was decided that it would be a 
worthwhile idea to collect these scattered essays together and put to- 
gether a companion volume to the monograph mentioned above. 

The papers in this volume have been reset. The original pagi- 
nation has been inserted in square brackets in the text (except in 
the case of the first chapter). The original place of publication and 
various comments on the text of the papers are given in a section of 
Addenda et corrigenda at the end of the volume (p. 250-261). 


PREFACE X 


Asterisks in the margin of the text refer to comments in this section. 
Before reading each chapter, the reader is advised to consult the 
opening remarks in that section, where I say a little more about what 
led me to write the paper in the first place. 

I would like to thank the following editors and publishers for give 
me permission to reprint the papers contained in this book: Prof. S. 
Cohen (Brown University) for chapters 2, 8, 9, 12, 14; Dr. E. Lover- 
ing jr. (Society of Biblical Literature) and Mr. D. Ford, Scholars 
Press, Atlanta, for chapter 4; Mr. P. Peeters of Peeters Publishing 
House, Leuven, for chapter 6; Dr. J. Dinter, Köln, for chapter 10; 
Drs. C. J. Visser of Kok Publishing House, Kampen, for chapter 11. 

This volume is dedicated to my mentor and friend, Eric Osborn 
(Queens College, Melbourne) and his wife Lorna, in celebration of 
more than a quarter of a century of shared interest and collabor- 
ation in the field of ancient and patristic philosophy. 


Leiden, Easter 1995 
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CHAPTER ONE 


PLATONISM, PHILONISM, AND THE BEGINNINGS 
OF CHRISTIAN THOUGHT 


Inaugural address 
University of Utrecht* 


Rector Magnificus, 

Members of the Board of the C. J. de Vogel Foundation 
for the Study of Ancient Philosophy, 

Ladies and Gentlemen 


Point of departure for my address this afternoon is a number of 
passages in the church father Augustine which relate to the biblical 
text Exodus 3:14-15. When Moses hears that he is being sent by God 
to the children of Israel in Egypt, he asks God the following 
question: when I say ‘the God of your fathers sends me to you’, and 
they say ‘what is his name?’, what should be my reply. The answer he 
receives is in the words of the Latin Bible which Augustine read:! ego 
sum qui sum; sic dices filiis Israel: qui est, misit me ad vos (I am who I am; 
thus you will speak to the children of Israel: he who is has sent me to 
you). Now please allow me to put you at ease. I am well aware that 
this biblical text suffers from over-exposure. It is, for philosophers at 
any rate, the best-known text in the entire Old Testament, and I 
would not dream of taking this text on its own as the subject of my 
address. This text, however, has a sequel in verse 15 which is much 
less well known: God spoke again to Moses: haec dices falas Israel: 
dominus deus patrum vestrorum, Deus Abraham, Deus Isaac, et Deus Jacob 
misit me ad vos; hoc nomen mihi est in aeternum; et hoc memonale meum in 


* This inaugural address was delivered in the historic location of the Aula of 
the University of Utrecht on the Ist April 1992, when I formally accepted the 
invitation to the extra-ordinary chair of Ancient philosophy in the Faculty of Philo- 
sophy, with as special area of study the Platonist tradition in relation to early 
Christianity. The chair is endowed by the C. J. de Vogel Foundation for the Study 
of Ancient Philosophy. 

1 The text that Augustine reads here is more or less that of Jerome’s Vulgate 
translation. 
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generationem et generationem (you will speak these words to the 
children of Israel: the Lord God of your fathers, the God of Abra- 
ham, the God of Isaac, the God of Jacob has sent me to you: this is 
my name in eternity, and this is my remembrance from generation 
to generation). What I first want to do is focus attention on the fact 
that in no less that five quite lengthy passages Augustine makes a 
distinction between these two divine pronouncements.? 

In his commentary on Psalm 101:25 it is the words of the Psalmist 
in generatione generationum anni tui (your years are in the generation 
of generations) that cause Augustine through verbal association to 
recall the text Exodus 3:15. The years of God indicate his eternity. 
God’s eternity is his substance, for he possesses nothing that is in 
any way changeable, no past, no future, only the present conveyed 
by the verb est (he is). This is the God who sends Moses forth. He 
asks the name of the One who is sending him. His request is not left 
unfulfilled, for the question is sound: it is posed not out of curiositas 
(curiosity) but out of a necessitas ministrandi (a need to minister to 
his people). My name, Moses learns, is the great est. But what is a 
man in comparison with this great est? How can he be a participant 
in it (particeps eius)? Noli desperare, humana fragilitas, do not despair, o 
human fragility: I am the God of Abraham, and the God of Isaac, 
and the God of Jacob. You have heard what I am for myself; hear 
also what I am for your sake.? In the case of Psalm 121 it is the words 
in verse 3, Jerusalem cuius participatio eius in idipsum (Jerusalem, 
whose participation is in it itself) and especially the difficult term 
idipsum (it itself) which induce Augustine to reflect on God as 
‘Being itself and give our two texts a similar interpretation. In the 
case of Psalm 134 the pretext for the discussion is different again. In 
verse 3 we read: ‘Praise the Lord because he is good; sing psalms to 
his Name, for it is pleasing.' God takes the weakness of mankind 
into account: ego sum qui sum is my true, eternal name, but you do 
not understand it. For this reason I give you my temporal name, 
Deus Abraham et Deus Isaac et Deus Iacob. But at the same time this is 
my name n aeternum (to eternity, as in the biblical text), because it 
leads man to eternal life. The patriarchs were not eternal, but God 


? The texts are too long to cite in their entirety, or even to paraphrase 
adequately. 

3 Enarr. in Psalmum 101, 2.10, CCL 40.1445.14—55; see also 2.14, 1449.36—406. 

4 Enarr. in Psalmum 121, 5, 1805.11-54. 
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has made them such: they had a beginning, but they will not 
experience an end.? In two of his sermons as well Augustine 
develops the distinction between the two divine names: the one is a 
nomen incommutabilitatis (name of immutability) or a nomen sub- 
stantiae (name of substance), the other a nomen misericordiae (name 
of mercy, i.e. towards mankind).9 


Above his bookcase filled with the works of Augustine Isidore of 
Seville placed the epigram: ‘he who claims to have read you entire is 
a liar’.’ The texts I have just cited did not gain my attention as the 
result of an extensive exploration through the mighty œuvre of the 
bishop of Hippo. In this context it is entirely appropriate to indicate 
where I did come across them, namely in an article written by the 
late Professor C. J. de Vogel, who in 1958 published an important 
essay on 'Antike Seinsfilosofie und Christentum im Wandel der Jahr- 
hunderte'.? In a sensitive In memoriam in honour of this remarkable 
scholar, her successor to the Utrecht chair wrote: 'In fact it is quite 
apparent that De Vogel had mastered the entre terrain of Greek 
philosophy’.? The same can also without doubt be said for the equal- 
ly daunting field of Patristic philosophy. She has set an example that 
inspires us to emulation, even if few of us will be under the illusion 
that we might be able to match her achievement. 


There is, however, another question we might wish to pose: does this 
exegesis of Exodus 3:15 occur for the first time in Augustine, or did 
he take it over from an exegetical predecessor? It is remarkable fact 
that, although Exodus 3:14 is cited by the church fathers on num- 
erous occasions, !? the following verse receives almost no attention at 
all.!! And with regard to the distinction that Augustine makes be- 
tween the pronouncements in the two texts the situation is even 
more striking. This exegesis is, as far as I can tell, not found in any 


5 Enarr. in Psalmum 134, 6, 1942.9-43. 

6 Sermo 7.7, CCL 41.75.156-194; Sermo 2.5, PL 46.825-6. 

7 PL 83.1109, cited by Brown (1972) 25. 

8 De Vogel (1958) 8-9; the same texts are cited in eadem (1973) 249-51. 

9 Mansfeld (1986) 293-294. 

10 Extensive analyses of the patristic use of Ex. 3:14 can be found in the diverse 
articles in Vignaux (1978). 

11 This can easily be checked for Greek authors up to the 4th century in Biblia 
Patristica, Aa. vv. (1975-91). The question is complicated by the fact that Ex. 3:6 
strongly resembles 3:15 and sometimes replaces the other text, also in Augustine. 
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church father before Augustine (with one partial exception which I 
shall mention later!?). A comparable interpretation is found, how- 
ever, in an author who is in fact no church father, but who for a 
long time was regarded as such honoris causa, namely the Jewish 
exegete and philosopher Philo of Alexandria. 

Twice in his extensive corpus of writings Philo explicitly dis- 
tinguishes between the divine pronouncements in Exodus 3:14 and 
3:15.13 In his Life of Moses, written for a broad public, he gives the 
following paraphrase: ‘First tell them [i.e. your people] that I am the 
he who is, so that they may learn the distinction between being and 
non-being, and also be taught that no name at all properly describes 
me... But if through their natural weakness they seek a title, reveal 
to them not only this, that I am God, but also that I am the God of 
the three men whose names express their excellence, God of Abra- 
ham and God of Isaac and God of Jacob.’!* The second passage, 
located in the allegorical treatise On the change of names, gives a 
deeper philosophical analysis. God as Being is not comprehensible 
to the human mind. This also means that no name can properly be 
predicated of him. God’s nature is to be, and not to be spoken of. 
But in order that the human race should not be deprived of a title 
for the One who is supremely good, he grants through misuse of 
language, as if it were a proper name, the title ‘Lord God of the 
three natures of teaching, perfection and practice, Abraham Isaac 
Jacob.’ Philo here connects the statement in Exodus 3:15 with the 
words in Exodus 6:3, which he interprets as ‘I appeared to Abraham 
and Isaac and Jacob as their God, but my proper name I did not 
reveal to them'.!5 In the Life of Abraham there is a third text relevant 
to our subject, but here only the text Exodus 3:15 is dealt with. God 
honours the patriarchs by joining his name to their names: God of 
Abraham and God of Isaac and God of Jacob, that is to say, instead 
of the absolute the relative. God himself is in no need of a name, 


1? See below n. 78. 

13 For Philo's writings I use the standard abbreviations as listed in Runia (1986) 
xi. 

14 Mos. 1.75-76. This passage is paraphrased in turn by Ps.Justin, Coh. ad Gr. 
21.1, 51.1—9 Marcovich, but the reference to Exodus 3:15 is not taken over. Both 
passages are then excerpted by Johannes Damascenus, Sacra Parallela cod. Cois. 
276, f.223V; see Cohn-Wendland (1896-1915) 3.137, Marcovich (1990) 51. 

15 Mut. 11-14; on this highly complex passage see my analysis at Runia (1988) 
76-78. The terms teaching, perfection and practice refer to Philo's standard 
allegorical schema for the patriarchs. 
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but nevertheless he grants to the race of men a suitable appellation, 
so that they will not be deprived of hope and kindness.!6 


What, we may now ask, is the relation between the two authors we 
have cited so far? As is well known, it cannot be maintained that our 
North African church father had a really extensive knowledge of 
literature from the Greek-speaking East.!? But Philo is certainly not 
totally unknown to him. In the work written against the Manichean 
Faustus in about 398 he names Philo expressly as a vir liberaliter 
eruditissimus, unus illorum, cuius eloquium Graeci Platoni aequare non 
dubitant (one who belongs to the Jewish camp, a man of exceedingly 
wide learning, whose style the Greeks do not hesitate to equate with 
Plato's).!? But, in spite of this positive verdict, to which we will re- 
turn in a moment, the tenor of Augustine's report is for the most 
part negative. Philo is a prime example of what happens if one, just 
like Faustus, does not interpret the Old Testament in a Christo- 
centric manner. Take for example the exposition of the design and 
measurements of Noah's ark. These he interprets allegorically in 
terms of the proportions of the human body. For a little while all 
goes well, for Christ too had a human body. But when he comes to 
the door which is made in the side of the ark, things goes badly 
wrong for our Jewish exegete. He dares to explain this door in terms 
of the lower parts of the body, which have the function of removing 
urine and excrement. This is quite unacceptable. If he had crossed 
over to Christ, he would have perceived that the door is a symbol of 
the sacraments of the church, which streamed out of Christ's side on 
the cross. 

The passage to which Augustine refers is found at the beginning 
of the second book of Philo’s work Questions and Answers om Genesis, 
which in its entirety has only been preserved in an Armenian trans- 
lation.!? How did the Latin church father come to know about this 
passage? The German Patristic scholar Altaner was convinced that 
Augustine had read Philo in a Latin translation.?? He draws our 


16 Abr. 5]. 

17 Courcelle (1969) 196ff. 

18 Contra Faustum 19.39 (text printed at Cohn-Wendland (1896-1915) 1.cv; for 
the dating see Brown (1967) 185. 

19 QG2.1-7; Augustine refers to the same text without naming the source at De 
civitate Dei 15.26. 

?0 Altaner (1941). 
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attention to the fact that there is still extant a Latin translation of 
Book VI of this work, which is dated to the fourth century. Originally 
the translation must have covered more of the work, and was con- 
sulted by Augustine.?! This conclusion was energetically contested by 
Courcelle, who tried to demonstrate that Ambrose was the inter- 
mediate source. Augustine would have known that the bishop of 
Milan had taken over an enormous amount of material from Philo, 
including the explanation of the door of the ark which Augustine 
found so distressing. Criticism of Philo is thus meant as indirect 
criticism of Ambrose, who in Augustine’s view too easily appro- 
priated non-Christocentric allegorical exegesis for his own use.?? But 
about ten years ago an unexpected development took place. The 
original Greek text of precisely these seven Questions on the ark of 
Noah turned up in a manuscript on Mt Athos. The scholar who 
edited this discovery, Paramelle, was able to show on philological 
grounds that it was highly probable that Augustine made use of a 
translation that adhered closely to the original Greek text.?? 
Nevertheless it would be premature to conclude that the positive 
remark about Philo that Augustine gives at the beginning of the 
passage under discussion is based on a thorough study of his work. It 
is in fact taken over from the short biographical sketch written by 
Jerome in his De viris illustribus, where Philo, together with Seneca 
and Josephus, receives a place of honour among the leading figures 
of early Christianity. It is in Jerome's work that we also read for the 
first time the striking bon mot which apparently circulated among the 
Greeks and to which Augustine makes an allusion: fj IIAatov 
qiAoviGei ñ PiAwv nAartwviler (either Plato philonizes or Philo 
platonizes). Jerome gives a free translation and adds a brief 
comment: ‘Either Plato follows Philo or Philo follows Plato, so great 
is the similarity of thought and style.'?* Naturally it would be quite 
naive to think that the church fathers were unaware that Philo lived 
long after Plato, and that it was quite out of the question that Plato 
should in any way be indebted to him. What the bon mot wishes to say 


21 See also the edition of this work by Petit (1973), en esp. 1.7. 

?2 Courcelle (1969) 197-198 (written in 1943), and returning to the same 
subject (1961). 

? Paramelle (1984), esp. 111-121. 

24 De viris illustribus 11; cf. also the biography of the evangelist Mark, where 
Philo is described as disertissimus Iudaeorum (88.4). On this bon mot see further 
Billings (1919) 2, Runia (19912) 315. 
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is something like the following: the resemblances between the two 
great thinkers is so marked that it is difficult to determine who is the 
master and who is the pupil. We might compare the often quoted 
remark that Marsilius Ficino, the founder of the Florentine Acade- 
mia Platonica, was an alter Plato. Because the names Plato and Philo 
are rather similar, it was possible to use the verbs derived from them 
to make an elegant play on words. The denominative verb nAatov- 
iCew is rare.2° Such verbs indicate that the language, style, or views 
of another group or person are taken over: compare eAAnviCa, 
attikiCw, and closer to home, àpiototeAiGo (used by Strabo of Posi- 
donius).?? I am in disagreement with Dorrie when he claims that 
these verbs generally have a negative connotation, and that in the 
case of our bon mot Philo is accused by the church fathers of being a 
Platonist.?? But there is a difference of opinion among them whe- 
ther the bon mot only applies to style, or whether it also refers to the 
content of their thought. We observe that in this respect Augustine 
silently corrects his source Jerome. The similarity has to do with 
eloquium (language or style), not sensus (thoughts) .?® 


It is apparent, dear listeners, that at the end of the fourth century 
various church fathers, both in the East and in the West, were aware 
of two facts: firstly, that there was an affinity between the writings 
and thought-world of Philo and the Platonist tradition; secondly, 
that Philo had featured in some way or other in the beginnings of 
Christian thought. This result brings us at last, via a long but hope- 
fully not uninteresting detour, to the subject that I wish to broach in 
my oration this afternoon: to what extent may we affirm that the Jew Philo 
played an important, or even a decisive, role in the development of Christian 
thought? Ever since the completion of my dissertation on the subject 
of Philo’s Platonism, this related theme has been one of the focal 
points of my research. The ceremony this afternoon seemed a excel- 
lent occasion to present to you a number of the results that I have 
reached. 

My theme has certainly not received an excessive amount of 
attention in recent times. Nearly every introductory work on Philo 


25 Elsewhere only in Origen, Contra Celsum 4.83. 

26 Geog. 2.3.8; cf. also nhpaxAertiCw in Aristotle Met. T 5, 1010a11 (on Cratylus). 

27 Dorrie (1972) 509-510; the term he uses is ‘Vorwurf. Sandbach (1985) 80 
concludes that these words indicate ‘conscious imitation’. 

28 See above at n. 18. 
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ends with the statement that his works were preserved because they 
were taken up in the Christian tradition. If the matter had been left 
in the hands of his fellow Jews, these works would have been swept 
away by the effects of time and decay, together with almost the 
entire rich tradition of Jewish-Alexandrian literature.?? 

But the question is much less often regarded from the other 
point of view: what did it mean for the development of Christian 
thought that, at the moment that the early Christians began to re- 
flect on what their faith meant, there already existed in their direct 
proximity a solid tradition which had for some time been engaged 
in a confrontation of biblical tradition with Greek philosophy? Partly 
this relative neglect can be explained by the fact that it concerns an 
awkward question which has proved difficult to tackle properly. 
Other reasons might also be given. But fortunately there have also 
been exceptions. Because I am pressed for time, I will now only 
mention the patrona of the chair which I am taking up. 

In the monumental third volume of her Greek Philosophy, wxitten 
in the years from 1953 to 1959, Professor De Vogel pays a surprising 
amount of attention to the thought of Philo, even though the 
subject of Patristic thought is entirely excluded from her collection 
of texts. Partly the reason for this is that Philo is an important wit- 
ness to what she still called 'Prae-Neoplatonism' (now usually called 
Middle Platonism).?? But this is not how she begins her treatment:?! 
‘With Philo a new element comes into the history of philosophy, 
namely Revelation. Since, however, Philo was an Alexandrian Jew of 
Hellenistic culture, bred in the Greek philosophy of his age, the 
question arises as to what prevails in his thought: either Revelation 
in Scripture or Greek philosophy.' Her way of formulating the 
problem betrays, in my view, the strong influence of Jewish-Ameri- 
can historian of philosophy, Wolfson. In his magisterial two-volumed 
study published in 1947 Wolfson defended the thesis that Philo was 
the father of medieval philosophy, which he rather idiosyncratically 
defined as the system of religious philosophy established by Philo 
and destroyed by Spinoza, in which reason is subordinated to faith.9? 


?9 This fascinating story has as yet not been told in an accessible way. For a 
brief account and a chronological diagram see Runia (1991b) 43-47. 

30 De Vogel (1950-59) 3.353-376. 

?! De Vogel (1950—59) 3.353. 

?? Wolfson (1947) passim, and esp. 87-199. The thesis is applied to the philo- 
sophy of the church fathers in a subsequent study, Wolfson (1956). This work 
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Professor De Vogel criticizes this view, and also criticizes Philo him- 
self, because the distinction which he made between natural Reason 
and Revelation (her capitals) was not clear enough. Some thirty 
years later, however, in her last extended article entitled ‘Platonism 
and Christianity’ she returned to this subject. Her attitude to Philo is 
now much more positive. Philo stands at the beginning of a new era. 
The church fathers took over many of his ideas, not only various 
fundamental philosophical themes, but also the insight that 
philosophy is not just an affair of the intellect only, but engages 
one's entire religious or spiritual life.*? 

The position of Professor De Vogel illustrates a paradoxical fact. 
Even though Philo is often regarded as a theologian rather than a 
philosopher (but this largely depends of course on how one under- 
stands the terms),?* in scholarly discussions it is precisely the 
historians of philosophy who tend to attribute to him an important 
role in the development of Christian thought, whereas the historians 
of theology are much more reticent, or even remain wholly silent. It 
would be easy to give examples of this,35 but we must press on. 


But before I return to our main question, there is still one matter 
that briefly requires out attention. Earlier I remarked that our 
question is rather awkward and difficult to tackle. Why is this the 
case? The difficulty of determining the role that Philo played at the 
beginning of Christian thought and the widely divergent answers 
that are given to this question result from the fact that a conflict can 
very easily arise between an historical and a systematic approach to 
the question. As I observed earlier, the Philonic corpus was saved 
from total destruction by the efforts of the early Christians. It would 


begins with a perspective on the beginnings of the Christian movement as seen— 
in a highly speculative manner—through the eyes of Philo. 

33 De Vogel (1985) 7-18. See also her concise history of patristic philosophy, 
(1970) 14 (my translation): ‘Philo, who in his own person brought Jewish faith 
and Greek thought together in a profound spiritual unity’. 

34 Bousset-Gressmann (1926) 445 name him ‘the first theologian', Daniélou 
(1961) 'the first theologian of transcendence'. 

35 For example the Australian theologian Eric Osborn, who in his fine 
monograph on the beginnings of Christian philosophy, Osborn (1981), scarcely 
mentions Philo. Christian philosophy begins with the speech of Paul in Acts of the 
Apostles. Philo is only important if you look at the terms and not at the arguments 
(241ff., with sound criticisms of Wolfson). In an article on Philo and Clement, 
Osborn (1987) 36, he cites the view of Chadwick (1966) 142 that Clement makes 
frequent ‘minor borrowings’ from Philo, but that ‘his main problems are different 
from Philo's and are approached from quite a different angle.’ 
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seem obvious, to start with an investigation into the preservation and 
reception of Philo’s works in this tradition. The first step then must 
be to distinguish between a direct and an indirect line of transmission. 
The direct line is the more easily dealt with. Philo is first explicitly 
mentioned and cited by Clement of Alexandria, who appropriates 
large sections of his writings.?® After that he is referred to in a large 
number of Patristic authors. The dissemination of Philonic ideas in 
Patristic authors is greater than is often thought. But here too there 
are considerable problems. Very often direct citations are not a very 
sound guide to the way sources are exploited in Patristic works. An 
extreme case is furnished by of Ambrose, who uses Philo on about 
600 occasions—often in a way that we would regard as plagiarism—, 
but only refers to him on a single occasion.?? 

But it is not very likely that all these fathers made a direct and 
intensive study of Philo’s works. Another possibility is that his ideas 
were transmitted in an indirect manner. This occurs especially via the 
Alexandrian tradition of Clement, Origen and Didymus, and to a 
lesser degree via the works of the brothers Basil and Gregory of 
Nyssa, which were later extensively read in Byzantium. Above all 
Origen’s great (but lost) Commentary on Genesis is thought to have 
played a central role in the appropriation and transmission of cer- 
tain Philonic philosophical themes in the exegetical tradition.?? It is 
a remarkable and little observed aspect of both the Hellenistic- 
Jewish and Christian exegetical tradition that names of individual 
exegetes are seldom mentioned, in marked contrast to the Rabbinic 
tradition, but also to that of the Platonist commentators, where 
names of predecessors occur on almost every page.?? This means 
that later interpreters often had no idea of the actual origin of ideas 
that they report and utilize. Thomas Aquinas, for example, will not 
have known, when he cites the De fide of John of Damascus in his 
chapter on the divine names in the Summa Theologia, that the Greek 
church father took over a term from one of the Philonic passages on 
Exodus 3:15 that we cited at the outset of our address.*0 


36 See now the excellent analysis by Van den Hoek (1988). 

37 I derive the statistic from Lucchesi (1977) 7; see also the extensive mono- 
graph of Savon (1977), and his summary in Savon (1984). 

E.g. in the reference to Hebraeiin Calcidius and Nemesius. 

39 See some inadequate remarks on this at Runia (1986) 505. 

40 Summa Theologiael, 13.11, where Thomas cites Expositio Fidei 89. This passage 
reads in the original Greek: oxe? pév ov kupitepov navtwv tv Ent goo 
Aeyouévav dvouatov civar ó dv, xac adrog ypnuatitov TH Mwoel Eni Tod Öpovg 
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Now, if the difficulties we face were confined to the unravelling of 
a direct and an indirect tradition, then matters would still be reason- 
ably under control. But there is a further complication. Before we 
reach Clement there are a number of early Christian writers who do 
not mention by Philo by name, and whose writings do not allow us 
to prove beyond all reasonable doubt that they had read his books. 
Yet they do mention themes that are so closely related to Philonic 
thought that some kind of relationship cannot possibly be denied.4! 
The same can be said—with all due caution—of the New Testa- 
ment.* For this reason I am compelled to propose a third tradition, 
which I call the broader or general tradition. This third line of 
transmission is caused by the fact that Philo was without doubt the 
greatest and best-known exponent of Hellenistic-Jewish thought, but 
he did not stand alone. The anonymity of the exegetical tradition 
means that he is indebted to a broader current of thought, which 
also exercised an influence outside the direct line of his works.43 
Because this rich literature has almost entirely disappeared, we are 
unable to reconstruct its precise contours, and are left guessing as to 
the influence it may have had. 

What should one do in this situation? If I take only the direct and 
indirect line of transmission, I will be leaving out of consideration a 
number of important stimuli for the appropriation of explicitly 
Philonic material in the subsequent tradition. On the other hand I 
cannot simply attribute the broader tradition to Philo, not only 
because this would be irresponsible from the historical point of 
view, but also because it would then be easy to lose sight of what is 


ono: «EINOV toig ulotç 'Iopon, o Ov GNEGTAAKE ue». OAOV yàp Ev avt ovAAXoov 
Éxev TO eivat oióv tt neAayog oo0íag üxewov Kai &ópiotov. The expression 
KUPLOTEPOV NAVTMV TOV éni Beod Aeyouévov óvopátov is to be explained via Philo 
Mut. 11-14, which John cites in his Sacra Parallela (see above n. 14). 

41 This entire question will be dealt with in greater detail in my study Philo and 
Early Christian Literature: a Survey, which will be published soon. Especially in the 
case of Justin and Theophilus the question whether they knew of and used Philo is 
extremely delicate. On Philo and Theophilus see now the study of Martin (1990a). 

42 For example the eikwv christology in the Epistle to the Colossians and the 
notable dualism of the Epistle to the Hebrews, which in my view cannot be entirely 
explained in eschatological terms. 

43 Since Bousset (1915) it has been customary to speak of an Alexandrian 
school, although in my view this should not be understood in any kind of institu- 
tional sense. Recently Philo’s relation to earlier exegetical traditions has been 
thoroughly researched by Tobin (1983) and Goulet (1987). I cannot accept all the 
conclusions of these two studies; see my discussions in Runia (1986) 556-558 and 
(1989). 
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specifically Philonic. The solution which I tentatively suggest this 
afternoon is the distinction between Philo and Philonism. Philo, we 
have seen, is the most important and most vital representative of a 
wider movement, in which the biblical tradition was first brought in 
direct contact with the philosophical thought that was developed in 
Greek culture. In actual fact this movement goes back at least as far 
as the translators of the Septuagint. They made various striking 
choices, which certainly would have been different without the 
philosophical tradition in the background, as for example in the 
case of the divine name 0 @v (he who is) .* It is on account of this 
wider background that I have adopted the term Philonism, and not 
the name Philo, in the title of my address. 


We now finally return to our question, now posed in a slightly 
modified form: to what extent did Philonism play an important role 
in the development of early Christian thought? It is possible in my 
view to give at least four answers to this question. It goes without 
saying that these can now only be presented and discussed in very 
general terms. 

(1) At the end of his most well-known work, De opificio mundi, 
Philo names five d0ypata (doctrines), knowledge of which is a guar- 
antee for a pious and felicitous life: that God exists, that He is One, 
that he created the cosmos, that this cosmos is unique just as its 
Maker, and that He always exercises providence for what he has 
made.* Goodenough once called this passage ‘the first creed of his- 
tory', and recently Mendelson has ventured to speak of a 'concept of 
orthodoxy’ that is essential to the preservation of Jewish identity.*® 
Might it be legitimate to see Philonism as the origin of a dogmatism 
that was to distinguish Christianity from subsequent (Rabbinic) 
Judaism and also from pagan thought? In my view a distinction is 
required here. Philo is not a dogmatician in the manner of an 
Athanasius or a Basil, or even of an Origen.*7 He does not regard 


44 See Hengel (1974) 162-163 and notes; Harl-Dorival-Munnich (1988) 255- 
258. This pre-Christian process of hellenization is recognized by Bos (1991) 90- 
91. 

4 Opif. 172. 

46 Goodenough (1940) 43; Mendelson (1988) 29. For Wolfson (1947) 1.164 
this passage supplies five of the eight articles of his ‘preamble of faith’. It is 
striking, however, that for four of the five Philo delivers arguments in their 


support. 
2 On the background of the concept 'dogma' in the early Christian tradition 
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himself as subjected to something like an ecclesiastical tradition, a 
regula fidei, but rather as connected to a tradition of exposition of 
the Mosaic philosophy, a tradition in which he claims for himself no 
more than a modest role. On the other hand he is an intellectual, to 
use a slightly anachronistic modern term, with a tendency towards 
an intellectual re-interpretation of his religious heritage. He takes 
Plato as his model when he is prepared, in theory at least, to ban 
certain directions of thought.*? The praxis of being Jewish is not to 
be neglected, but it is less important than the theoria. 

(2) Photius, the learned ninth-century Patriarch of Constanti- 
nople, tells us in his Bibliotheca that he read various Philonic 
treatises, very many of which contained interpretations that forced 
scripture into an allegorical mode. Starting from this man, he 
continues, the entire allegorical method of reading scripture began 
to pour into the church.?? This observation is essentially correct, and 
even more so if we broaden Philo to Philonism.?? The writings of 
Philo furnish the church fathers with numerous allegorical themes 
and schemes, especially in the area of physical (or cosmological), 
psychological and moral exposition. Augustine too, as we saw, 
recognizes Philo's use of the allegorical method. Despite our 
modern reservations towards this method,?! it is wise not to overlook 
its attractive aspects. These are primarily two in number. The first is 
only too well known: it allows the interpreter to connect up with and 
exploit contemporary philosophical ideas.?? The second is more 
subtle: it also allows the interpreter to preserve at least partly the 
narrative element of the biblical text, but then at the more general 


see the analysis of O'Cleirigh (1980) 205-210. In n. 49 he cites Fascher (1959) 6: 
‘Man darf wohl sagen, daß Philon in der Hellenisierung des AT und des 
Judentums so viel vorgearbeitet hat, daß die zweite und dritte Generation der 
Christen schon ein Feld bereitet fand, auf dem die Hellenisierung der Lehre 
Christi als 'Dogma' fortgesetzt werden konnte'. This is in itself correct, but 
formulated too generally. 

48 Compare Spec. 1.327-345 with Plato Laws X, esp. 885b. 

49 Cod. 105, 2.72.9-11 Henry: TÒ mheiota poç aAAnyopiav TOD ypåuuatoc 
éxPro.Copevar: i OD, OAL, Ko TAG &AAnyopikóc tis Ypaypfig £v TH EKKANoia Aóyog 
APXNV &oxev Elopvijvat. 

50 For allegorical interpretation in the period from the Apostolic fathers to 
Clement see Hanson (1959) 103-117. 

51 They have lessened in postmodern literary theory. 

52 Recent studies in Pépin (1987) 7-40, Dawson (1992) 73-126. Dawson 
affirms: ‘...for Philo allegorical interpretation is an effort to make Greek culture 
Jewish rather than to dissolve Jewish identity into Greek culture.’ The 
philosophical aspect is here insufficiently taken into account. 
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level of the quest of the soul for God.?? On the other hand, the role 
of allegory should not be exaggerated. Its role is primarily instru- 
mental. Even in the case of the great allegorizer Philo it is possible to 
discern a reaction against excesses in his Alexandrian environment. 
It is very significant, for example, that he refuses to allegorize God 
himself.5* 

(3) We draw closer to the epicentre of our question when we 
observe that Philo (together with others before and after him) takes 
the crucial step of selecting the Platonic paradigm? of being and be- 
coming, immutability and change, knowledge and ignorance as the 
system of thought most suitable for the task of expounding and 
interpreting the truth revealed to Moses. In my dissertation I de- 
fended the thesis that Philo is no Platonist. Both the requisite loyalty 
and the feeling of obligation to incorporate as many as possible of 
the details of the system are missing.?® I still believe this view is 
correct. But at the same time I added that Platonism remains for 
Philo a pillar of his thought which, if removed, would cause the 
whole edifice to totter and perhaps even collapse. This complex 
attitude—no loyalty, but often admiration, occasional hostility, but 
time and time again demonstrable dependence—is also character- 
istic of how Platonism would fare in early Christian thought. 

(4) But not all has yet been said. In my view we have to take still 
one more step before we can get the Philonic contribution to early 
Christian thought in full perspective. This can be made clear by 
focusing on one striking example, the case of Clement of Alex- 
andria, who, as we saw, was the first Christian to refer to Philo by 
name. According to tradition he was born in Athens. We cannot be 
sure of this, but what it symbolizes is very probable, that he learnt his 
philosophy before he became a Christian.?7 After long Wanderjahre 


53 Well seen by Dawson (1992) 122-124; but his claim (3-4) that allegory 
always has a narrative element goes too far. In physical allegory, for example, it is 
wholly absent. 

54 See esp. the radical analysis of Goulet (1987) and my observations in Runia 
(1989) 596. On pp. 154, 259, 386 Goulet demonstrates that in texts such as Leg. 
3.222, Migr. 128, Fug. 168 remnants can be detected of an interpretation in which 
God is taken to represent the dp80c Aóyoc. 

55 It seems to me legitimate to take over the Kuhnian term, even though I am 
well aware that it is far from clear how it should be applied to ancient thought and 
that it has been used in many different ways. 

56 Runia (1986) 518-519. 

57 For Von Campenhausen (1963) 26 the information is no more than symbolic, 
but Méhat (1966) 43 rightly points out that this too is not certain. 
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he found the master whom he sought, Pantaenus, teacher in the 
Alexandrian church. Presumably it was here that Clement made 
acquaintance with the works of Philo. What did he learn from them? 
Not his Platonism, for that he already knew well enough. What he 
learnt was how a link could be established between Platonist ideas 
and the contents of scripture. It is this, I submit, that forms the 
greatest contribution of Philonism to the beginnings of Christian 
thought. It showed how insights from the Greek philosophical tradi- 
tion could be localized in the authoritative words of scripture. For 
Philo scripture was limited to the books of Moses. In his choice of 
the Platonist paradigm it would seem that the following four clusters 
of texts from these books played a decisive role: 

(a) the title of the first book of the bible, Genesis, and the striking 
similarities between the Mosaic creation account and the Platonic 
cosmogony in the Timaeus and in Platonist handbooks;?® 

(b) the creation of man ‘according God's image’ in Gen. 1:26-27;59 
(c) the encounter of Moses with God (or his angel) on Mt Horeb 
and the revelation of the name ‘I am he who is’; 

(d) the texts that describe Moses’ ascent of Mt Sinai, where he has 
intimate contact with God, but is not allowed to see his face.®! 

It is noteworthy that for all these texts the allegorical method of 
interpretation was not of decisive importance. 

I summarize the results so far. The history of Philonism in the 
church fathers is the process in which a long sequence of apologists 
and theologians takes over themes and ideas from Philo and the 
broader Hellenistic-Jewish tradition. These ideas are seldom 
abstractly philosophical. They are connected to the exposition of the 
biblical text or—as occurs later—introduced in polemical dogmatic 
discussions. In this process of appropriation a bass note of Platonist 
thought nearly always makes its presence felt. It reminds me of the 
Scottish bagpipes I used to hear when I attended a Presbyterian 
school as a boy. The droning note of the bass did not attract much 
attention, but it was always there. 


58 Extensive analysis in Runia (1986); see esp. 92-94 on Opif. 12. 

59 See Runia (1986) 334-340, 471-472. 

60 Philo’s exegesis of Ex. 3:14 is analysed by Starobinski-Safran (1978). Accord- 
ing to Martin (1990b) 153 the exegesis of this text forms the nucleus of Philo’s 
thought. 

61 For Philo’s exegesis of Ex. 20:21 and Ex. 33:13-23, as given esp. at Post. 8-21, 
168-169, Spec. 1.32-50, see Montes-Peral (1987) 150 and passim. 
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A further question cannot now be avoided: what should we think of 
this development and its consequences? The question is indissolubly 
tied to the problem of the Hellenization of Christianity, in which— 
remarkably enough—a Jewish tradition acts as pacemaker for the 
Hellenization. Here, as we all know, the verdicts are sharply divided. 
The two extremes are represented by the liberal theologian Har- 
nack, for whom this process was ‘bedauerlich aber notwendig',9? and 
the orthodox believer De Vogel, for whom it was no less inevitable, 
but the result of providential intervention.®© 

I agree with these two great scholars that in retrospect the process 
of Hellenization was inevitable. By this I do not wish to say that it 
could not have gone differently. This is a matter of pure speculation. 
What I want to emphasize is that Christianity could not have become 
the Christianity that we know, if it had not accepted the challenge 
posed by Greek philosophy with its trust in a world-view based on 
rational thought.?* Harnack’s position is untenable, because it 
means one has to saw off the branch on which one is sitting.© The 
process of Hellenization took place, but it did not penetrate to 
Christianity’s heart. This heart is to be located in the Gospel, and 
within it, at the cross of Jesus Christ. This nucleus stays out of the 
reach of both Philonism and Platonism. 

But there is the further question that should be posed: once the 
challenge had been accepted, was it inevitable that the choice would 
be made in favour of Platonism? Professor de Vogel was profoundly 
convinced that this was the case. But we might reply that the 
statement ‘I am he who is’ is by no means the only pronouncement 
in the Bible which might be used for foundational purposes. One 
thinks of others such as God is fire, God is One, God is spirit, God is 
light, I am the truth, to name merely the most familiar. The first 
two are located in the Septuagint, and so were available to Philo. It is 
most striking that he never explicitly cites or even alludes to the first 


62 Harnack (1909) 1.20-21, Meijering (1985) 20-21. 

63 Cf. for example her statement in De Vogel (1977) 96 (my translation): ‘The 
revelation of God in Christ has been made known to us in Greek. The transition 
from a Semitic language to Greek is made in the New Testament itself, and was 
thus part of God's salvation plan.’ 

64 Excellent formulation of this view recently by Adriaanse (1991) 83. 

65 This also applies to his attempt to defend it by introducing the distinction 
between the role of the historian and the theologian (cf. Meijering (1985) 21). 

66 Deut. 4:24, Deut. 6:4, John 4:24, 1 John 1:5, 1 John 4:8, John 14:6. 
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words of the shema.9? And it occurs only once that he ventures to cite 
the second text, that God is a consuming fire, arguing that as fire 
God is constructive, not destructive, i.e. he completely uses up the 
elements as material for his creative work. It seems to me that Philo 
must have felt uneasy about this interpretation, even though it tries 
valiantly to remove the danger of Stoic materialistic theology by 
describing the creative process in Platonic terms. It remains an 
isolated passage.95 Clement follows him in his general approach, 
arguing that this text only gives a image of God's activity or power.9? 

Why then did Platonism win out? I find the historical or historistic 
answer that the Zeitgeist scarcely gave the first Christians any other 
option unsatisfactory."?? A comparison with the beginnings of Islamic 
thought is in this respect highly instructive. The first Arabic philo- 
sophers, the Asharitic school of the Mutakallimun chose not to follow 
the path of Plato and Aristotle, but opted for a philosophy which 
combined a rigorous conception of divine omnipotence with a 
purely atomistic theory of the natural world.?! The church fathers 
could have gone in different directions, but preferred to follow the 
Platonist path which Philonism had opened up for them. 

Why was this path so attractive for them? Partly I go along with 
Meijering, when he argues that Platonist ontology, with its emphasis 
on the immutability of the highest Being, gave expression to the 
conviction of God's faithfulness and reliability, that He ¿s from 
eternity and will not abandon the works of his hands.’? In Philo’s 
case, however, another conviction was even more important in my 
view, and it exerted a powerful influence on the church fathers after 
him, namely the conviction of God's exaltedness, or, to express it in 


67 I do not see an allusion at Spec. 1.30, as suggested by Biblia Patristica, Aa. vv. 
(1975-91), Supplément 83. 

68 De Deo 7. See the commentary of Siegert (1988) 103ff., who adduces QE 2.47, 
where Philo denies that fire belongs to God’s essence. 

69 Ecl. Proph. 26, 144.10-19 Stählin-Treu, cited by Siegert (1988) 103. 

70 Cf. Meijering (1974) 27: ‘Als kinder ihrer vom platonischen Geist geprägten 
Zeit waren die Kirchenväter... genötigt, das Credo so zu interpretieren, dass es 
ihrem eigenen Platonismus... nicht all zu sehr widersprach.’; cf. also Armstrong 
(1980) 79: “The most important part of intellectual self-definition in relation to 
Hellenic culture undertaken by educated Christians from the second century 
onwards was the determination of what they could accept and what they must 
reject in contemporary Platonic-Pythagorean tradition.’ 

71 Summary of their doctrine at Maimonides, Guide of the Perplexed 1.73. 
Exhaustive analysis in Wolfson (1976). 

72 Meijering (1968) 186-189; but his psychologizing remarks on Athanasius are 
less successful. 
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more philosophical terms, his transcendence. God, as he really is, is 
known only to himself (and to his Son, as the church fathers would 
immediately add, because the latter is ouoob6toc). God's essence is 
not accessible to man. What the human mind can comprehend is 
disclosed to it. In almost aphoristic terms Philo places this view in 
God's mouth, when Moses asks him to reveal himself: yapiGowar tà 
oiketa TH Anvopévo (I bestow what is appropriate for the one who is 
to receive it). The Cappadocian father Gregory of Nyssa was 
strongly attracted to Philo's exegesis of Moses' double ascent up the 
mountain, and takes over the idea that God's essence transcends all 
forms of creaturely knowledge.’4 But Gregory gives the interaction a 
greater dynamism than we find in Philo:”> ‘Moses beseeches God to 
appear to him, not according to his capacity to partake, but 
according to God's true Being... The munificence of God assented 
to the fulfilment of his desire, but did not promise any cessation or 
satiety of the desire... Thus what Moses yearned for is satisfied by 
the very things which leave his desire unsatisfied. He learns from 
what was said that the Divine is by its very nature infinite, enclosed 
by no boundary.’ 

Gregory goes further than Philo in the correlation that he posits 
between God's transcendence and his infinity (in Philo the ancient 
horror infiniti has not yet been surmounted).’6 He does retain the 
central thesis of Philonism that God is Being, and is not beyond 
being, as promulgated in the Neoplatonism that he knew so well. 
This is not just a matter of loyalty towards scripture, but also has 
philosophical significance. If the Origin of all things is beyond 
being, then the relation to that which is after the Origin, created 
being, is endangered. If the Origin is true Being, then he remains in 
the fullness of his essence unreachable,’” but his knowability is 


73 Spec. 1.43. 

74 See De vita Moysis 2.162-163; Gregory emphasizes, with reference to John 
1:18, that this applies not only to man, but to every rational creature. 

75 De vita Moysis 2.230, 232, 235-236, citing the translation of Malherbe- 
Ferguson (1978). 

76 Convincingly demonstrated by Mühlenberg (1966) 58-64. Contra, for 
example, Armstrong-Marcus (1960) 10: “The Greeks are very shy of attributing 
infinity to God, though it seems to us naturally and necessarily implied by this way 
of thinking. The Christians, in this following Philo the Jew of Alexandria, speak of 
God as infinite without any hesitation or qualification.’ Compare the text of 
Johannes Damascenus cited in n. 40, where he speaks of ‘an unlimited and in- 
finite ocean of being’. 

77 All the church fathers agree on this (but contrast Eunomius cited in n. 79). 
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guaranteed through his relation to that which comes after him. 
What we have here is the metaphysics of ‘self-disclosure’.78 

It is clear that further problems lurk in the background here. 
Firstly there is the problem of the acceptability of the analogia entis 
that this philosophical approach assumes. I cannot possibly embark 
on this question now. Secondly we might wish to conclude that in 
this tradition of Philonism, which Gregory for the most part wishes 
to take over, there is a tendency to a far-reaching intellectualism, 
that is to say, that the primary goal is to gain knowledge of God, and 
not to encounter him in a personal relationship. A third problem 
does not affect Philo, but it does concern Christian thinkers who 
follow in his footsteps: can a meaningful relation be discovered 
between God’s revelation to Moses and the heart of the Christian 
religion such as we described it earlier? But I have to short-circuit 
our discussion. It is opportune, I believe, to return to the theme 
which we commenced this address, the interpretation of Exodus 
3:14-15 in Philo and Augustine. 


My thesis was, as you will recall, that with one partial exception Philo 
and Augustine stand alone in their development of the idea that 
there is a distinction to be made between the two divine pronounce- 
ments in verses 14 and 15. The exception is partial because it con- 
cerns a passage in Basil, where he is almost certainly dependent on 
Philo.’? Basil is attacking Eunomius, who was subsequently to be 
condemned for heresy, on account of his assertion that he was able 
to gain knowledge of God's essence.®® God did not disclose his 
essence or his proper name to the patriarchs, Basil answers, but he 
allows himself to be called God of Abraham and God of Isaac and 
God of Jacob on account of their perfect excellence (516 tò eig 
nacav Apernv t£Ae1ov; implicit, of course is the contrast with the 


78 | avoid the term ‘revelation’ because it has become so threadbare. 

79 Contra Eunomium 1.13, 218.11-220.6 Sesboü&-Durand-Doutreleau. The 
translation in this edition (Sources Chrétiennes 299) of Basil’s comment on v. 15, 
‘biensür, il leur a révélé ce qu'est sa substance’, could lead to confusion if it is not 
realized that the words are meant ironically. The dependence on Philo is 
suggested by the following: (i) the striking connection made with Ex. 6:3 (cf. Mut. 
13), and (ii) the emphasis on the perfection of the patriarchs (cf. Abr. 48-55). 

80 See also his notorious statement, cited by Socrates Ecclesiaticus, HE 4.7, PG 
67.473B-C, = fr. 2 Vaggione, that ‘God does not know his own essence better than 
we can know it’. According to Wiles (1989) this statement focuses on the same 
question, whether Ex. 3:14 expresses his essence: Eunomius thinks that it does, his 
Cappadocian opponents think that it does not. 
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puffed-up pretensions of his opponent). This presentation does not 
go quite as far as what we find in Philo, for whom the patriarchs are 
above all symbols of excellence in the form of the three natures of 
learning, perfect aptitude and training.®! In the case of Augustine, 
however, the tone and timbre are quite different, because he is pro- 
foundly aware of the weakness and insufficiency of human know- 
ledge. The name ‘God of Abraham and God of Isaac and God of 
Jacob’ does not only indicate a relation, but is also a name of mercy. 
‘Because you are unable to reach me, I will come down to you. Fix 
your hope on the seed of Abraham’.®* Philo too spoke of hope, as 
we saw,9? but the change that Augustine introduces runs entirely 
parallel with his criticism of Philo’s allegorical interpretation. What 
he emphasizes is the Christocentric element, precisely that which— 
unavoidably, of course—was lacking in his Jewish predecessor. 
According to Madec Augustine’s originality in his interpretation of 
Ex. 3:14-15 lies precisely in the combination of ontology and 
soteriology.9^ This may be so, but we should not make the mistake of 
overlooking the philosophical component of the theme.® If it is 
difficult, or rather, impossible for man to grasp God's essence865— 
and this is Augustine’s deepest conviction—then it is precisely in his 
relation to us that he makes himself known. This occurs above all 


81 Cf. Abr 52-55, where Philo first carefully notes that the pronouncement 
could concern ‘pious men’. But a few lines later he continues by stating that the 
words tò ai@viov óvopa indicate that we have to do here not with mortal men but 
eternal capacities. A quite different interpretation of ‘eternal’ is given by Aug- 
ustine at Enarr. in Ps. 134.6, 1942.40: hoc, inquit, mihi nomen est in aeternum, non 
quia aeternus Abraham, et aeternus Isaac et aeternus Iacob, sed quia Deus illos 
facit aeternos postea sine fine... 

82 Enarr. in Ps. 121.6, 1806.51: ego descendo, quia tu venire non potes. Ego sum 
Deus Abraham, et Deus Isaac, et Deus Jacob. In semine Abraham spera aliquid... (free 
translation). 

85 Abr. 51: un @uotp@ouv EAnidog xpnotijc. 

84 Madec (1978) 139. 

85 In my view this occurs in Mayer (1986) 22-23, who interprets Augustine’s 
distinction between the two pronouncements in terms of ‘Gottes Wesen’and his 
‘Heilshandeln in der Zeit’. The claim ‘trotzdem culminiert die Selbstoffenbarung 
Gottes nicht in der Benennung dessen, was Gott in alle Ewigkeit is, da es dazu 
nach A’s Auffassung keiner Offenbarung bedürfte: «etsi hoc non diceret, 
intellegeretur» (en. Ps. 134.6)’ is based on a faulty interpretation. What God does 
not have to say is that his name is eternal. But what he is in eternity man can only 
learn from God, and then only partially. 

86 Cf. Enarr. in Ps. 134.6, 1942 13, quia ipsum proprie esse menti humanae 
difficile erat capere; and Enarr. in Ps. 121.5, 1806.51, percipere non potes quod est 
idipsum (also Sermo 7.7, CCL 41.76.174—188). 
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through his Son, who for the church fathers, as we must constantly 
recall, is fully present in the Old Testament as well. 

Finally you will no doubt wish to hear from me whether Augus- 
tine was or was not directly indebted to Philo. We saw earlier on that 
Augustine did have some acquaintance with Philo’s work. But the 
three passages in Philo where the distinction between the two divine 
pronouncements is made do not belong to those parts of his œuvre 
which we know Augustine to have read. An obvious solution presents 
itself. Augustine derived this interpretation from Ambrose, who did 
read and digest large parts of the corpus Philonicum. But nowhere in 
the extensive works of Ambrose do we find what we are looking for: 
the first pronouncement on God as Being is cited a number of 
times, but the second ‘relational’ pronouncement is never men- 
tioned.?/ It is always possible to speculate further. For example, did 
Ambrose use the theme in a sermon when Augustine was present? 
But speculations like this are of little help. Perhaps you will lose 
patience with me, for it is a cardinal methodological mistake to 
deduce propter hoc from post hoc. Philo and Augustine, both great and 
fertile minds, could have easily reached similar interpretations quite 
independently of each other (as we have seen, they are not 
identical). Indeed, this is quite well possible, and I cannot prove the 
contrary. But I do not wish to end my address on this negative note. 
I conclude on the basis of the question that we have examined today 
that the philosophical and theological framework within which 
Augustine’s interpretation has to be placed has its origin in pre- 
Christian Philonism. The example we have studied demonstrates 
how Philonism made a powerful contribution to the development of 
Christian thought. 


87 Madec (1978) 129-132; cf. esp. Ep. 8.8, where it looks like Ambrose deliber- 
ately avoids citing Ex. 3:15. 
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to David Winston" 


Introduction 


It is one of the commonplaces of modern Philonic scholarship that 
Philo is known under two names, Philo Alexandrinus (or Philo of 
Alexandria) and Philo Judaeus (or Philo the Jew). As an example we 
may adduce Valentin Nikiprowetzky's magisterial monograph Le 
commentaire de l’Ecriture chez Philon d'Alexandrie, which was written as a 
kind of Prolegomena to the reading and study of Philo.! It com- 
mences with two introductory chapters on Philo's Hellenic and 
judaic background which are pointedly given the titles Philo 


" This piece of research was suggested by a conversation I had with David 
Winston in Washington in November 1993, when we were attending the Philo 
Seminar as part of the annual AAR/SBL meeting. David asked me whether 
Jerome was the first to call Philo ‘Judaeus’. I said I thought this was correct, but 
could not say for certain. At almost the same time as this article will appear in 
print, David will withdraw from active teaching duties at the Graduate Theological 
Union in Berkeley, where he has been Professor of Hellenistic and Jewish studies 
for nearly 30 years. By means of this article I would like to wish him a blessed and 
fruitful period of retirement. 

1 See the remarks at SPhA 1 (1989) 6, and note the title of the final chapter, 
‘Prolégomènes à une étude de Philon’. 
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Alexandrinus and Philo Judaeus respectively.? It would certainly be a 
very interesting exercise to examine how these two titles have been 
used in Philonic scholarship during the past century and a half. But 
that is not my aim in this essay. What I want to do is to look at the 
background of these and other titles, which, as we shall see, in 
certain (but not all) respects go as far back as antiquity. The subject 
of my enquiry is Philonic nomenclature. I wish to examine the labels 
which are given to Philo in our ancient sources in order to signify 
him as the historical and literary personage which he was. 

By way of introducing our topic, it will be worthwhile briefly to 
look at Philo's actual name. ®iAwv (usually Philo when transcribed 
into Latin)? is one of the more common personal names in the 
Greek-speaking [2] world.* In Egypt the name occurs at least 80 
times in papyri, and indeed 9 times in the Zeno archive alone.? It is 
one of the Greek names most frequently found among Jews. In 
Rome too it occurs on numerous inscriptions.? It is hardly sur- 
prising, therefore, that the name was carried by a large number of 
men of some fame or prominence in antiquity. Pauly-Wissowa's 
Realencyclopädie lists no less than 66 Philos.’ Of these about 15 (other 


? Nikiprowetzky (1977) 12-49. 

? The ending -ov indicates that it was originally a name derived from the adjec- 
tive (used as a noun) g@(Àoç, i.e. ‘dear’, in Dutch ‘lieverd’; cf. Kühner-Blass (1890- 
1904) 1.1.476, 1,2.281, and compare 'AyóOov (from &yafóc, = ‘goodie’), Tpóqov 
(from tpvgn, = ‘sweetie’ or ‘softy’), and indeed IIAótov (from nAatvc, = ‘broad 
one’), Xípov ('flat-nosed one’). Another possibility, to which my colleague G. 
Mussies drew my attention is that it is a hypocoristic (shortened form) of a longer 
name such as ®ıAoönjnog etc. 

4 Cf. the long list at Pape-Benseler (1911) 1630-31 and now the much longer 
list in Fraser-Matthews (1987) 472—473 (315 exx. covering only a small part of the 
Greek world). 

5 In the papyri, cf. Preisigke (1922) 465 (at least 30 exx.), Foraboschi (1967) 
2.1.322 (at least 50 exx.); for the Zeno archive see Pestman et al. (1981) 436-7. 

6 Cf. Royse (1991) 11 n. 49, who refers to CIJ 1.xix and its indices. See further 
Mussies' analysis of Jewish personal names, (1994) 243ff., where Philo would fall 
in category c4 (Jewish Greek names with no Hebrew equivalent). In a private 
communication Mussies suggests to me that Philo's name might have had its 
origin in a theophoric name such as Theophilos or Philotheos. In Egypt, however, 
surprisingly few Jewish inscriptions and papyri have been found containing the 
name Philo; cf. CPJ 3.195, Horbury-Noy (1992) 2-3 (but many more indexed on 
p. 331 for Cyrenaica). 

7 Solin (1982) 2.740—742, 63 exx., largely based on the Corpus Inscriptionum 
Latinorum. 

8 See RE XIX 2 (1938) 2526 - XX (1941) 60, with additions at Supplbd. VIII 
(1956) 469, X (1965) 534. Shorter list at Kleine Pauly (Munich 1975) 4.770—77'7 
(by various authors). See also the impressive list in Fabricius (1795) 4.750—754, 46 
in all, but with various inaccuracies, including a Philo Pythagoreus from Clement 
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than ‘our’ Philo) achieved prominence in art, literature or philo- 
sophy, as indicated in the following list: 


GREEK 

Philo of Athens, sceptic philosopher (4th c. Bc), = RE (37) 

Philo of Megara, dialectical philosopher (4th c. Bc), = RE (39) 

Philo of Eleusis, architect (4th c. Bc), = RE (56) 

Philo of Herakleia, paradoxographer (3rd c. BC), = RE (42) 

Philo of Byzantium, engineer (3rd-2nd c. Bc), = RE (48), 
various writings extant 

Philo of Larissa, Academic philosopher (Ist c. BC), = RE (40), 
extensively reported in Cicero 

Philo of Tarsus, doctor/pharmacologist (1st c. AD), = RE (47) 
fragments extant 

Philo of Gadara, mathematician (early 2nd c. AD), = RE (50) 

Philo of Byzantium, paradoxographer (4th-6th c. AD), RE 
(49), work on seven wonders of the world extant [3] 


PHOENICIAN 
Herennius Philo of Byblos, historian (1st-2nd c. AD), excerpts 
extant (in RE see under Herennios (2), but often just called 
Philo) 


JEWISH 
Philo the Epic poet (2nd c. Bc), = RE (46), fragments extant 
Philo the Elder, historian (2nd—Ist c. Bc), = RE (46) 


CHRISTIAN 
Philo, bishop of Carpasia (4th c. AD), = RE (29), excerpts 
extant 
Philo the Presbyter (5th c. Ap), = RE (31), translator of the 
Latin Canons of Nicaea 
Philo the historiographer (5th-6th c. ap?), = RE (30), 
fragments extant. 


Nearly all these men will have left behind writings which survived for 
a longer or a shorter time. In practice ‘our’ Philo was most likely to 
have been confused with either the Jewish or the Christian Philos, 


(who is of course a double for ‘our’ Philo). It may be suspected that the name 
declined in popularity in later antiquity: in the last two volumes of PLRE (Jones- 
Martindale-Morris), covering the years 395-641, only one Philo occurs. 
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but confusion with other Philos was also easily possible. This 
question of confusion of names has been touched on by James Royse 
in his splendid monograph on spurious Philonic texts.? He points 
out that Eusebius was aware of the possibility of confusion when at 
Praep. Evang. 1.9.20 he introduces Philo of Byblos and explicitly 
warns his reader that he was not 0 ‘EBpatoc. Clement of Alexandria 
most likely confuses Philo with the older Jewish historian of the 
same name when he states at Str. 1.141.3 that ‘Philo himself also 
recorded the kings of the Jews, but differently than Demetrius’. The 
phrase idav kai aùtóç suggests that he has the most famous Philo 
in view, who has indeed already been introduced earlier in the same 
book (see further below).!? In modern times there was much con- 
fusion between the various Philos, but all such problems seem to 
have been sorted out. For example, Goodhart and Goodenough in 
their list of Philonic manuscripts cite 5 mss. “containing a Catena on 
the Song of Songs in which Philo is cited’. But this work must be attri- 
buted to Philo the bishop of Carpasia, as Royse has shown. Finally, 
while on this subject, we might note that there is yet another, less 
ancient Philo who can also cause confusion, namely a dialogue- 
[4]partner with that name in David Hume's famous Dialogue 
concerning Natural Religion (1779) .!! 

The chief interest of our subject lies not in these confusions, but 
rather elsewhere. The study of the way Philo was referred to can 
yield important insights into the reception of Philo’s writings and 
thought in the ancient world. Because in the period of antiquity 
Philo was mentioned only by Christian authors in the extant 
material at our disposal (with the single exception of Josephus), the 
results must necessarily be confined to the reception of Philo in the 
Christian tradition. But it hardly need be said that this tradition was 
richly varied and underwent many developments in the period of 
nearly a millenium which we shall be studying. So our subject may 
well allow us to discover nuances in the way Philo was regarded and 
received in this period. Moreover this Christian reception remained 


9 Royse (1991) 11-12, and esp. n. 49. 

10 If this is correct, it would contradict Royse's assertion in the note just cited 
that ‘only modern scholars have actually assigned texts from another Philo to 
Philo of Alexandria’. To complicate things further, C-W in their invaluable 
collection of ancient testimonia at 1.Ixxxxvi assert wrongly that Clement had Philo 
of Byblos in mind. 

Il Doubtless suggested by Philo of Larissa. This character is a bother when one 
searches electronic data-bases. 
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highly influential until the gradual emancipation of Philonic studies 
from the stranglehold of orthodox theology in the period from the 
17th to the 19th century. I have given an overview of the reception 
of Philo in the early Christian tradition in a recently published 
monograph.!? The subject of how Philo is referred to is raised on a 
number of occasions in that study, but not treated systematically. So 
this article should be regarded as a supplement to the material 
presented there. 

Before we commence with the presentation of the evidence at our 
disposal, it will be worth our while to dwell briefly on a question of 
methodology. A distinction needs to be made, I believe, between a 
title and a description. Titles are what interest us most. By a title I 
mean an epithet which is added to a name in order to specify and 
make clear the person to whom the name refers. The reader is sup- 
posed to recognize or recall who is being talked about. A description, 
on the other hand, has the primary purpose of introducing the figure 
concerned to the reader for the first time, or perhaps of jolting a 
memory which is scarcely expected to recall the name. For this 
reason a description is generally longer than just a single epithet, 
drawing attention to a number of defining characteristics. Never- 
theless there is a clear connection between the two. Both attempt to 
typify a person, and thus can show very succinctly and very clearly 
how he or she is regarded and categorized. Descriptions, because 
they are somewhat fuller, allow us to fill in the background of the 
epithets used in titles. In our investigation, therefore, it is necessary 
to take both titles and descriptions into account. [5] 


The evidence 


It is time now to present the evidence. The following list attempts to 
give all the more important passages in Patristic and related litera- 
ture in which Philo is given a title or an introductory description. 
The list is based on a considerably longer list of all references to 
Philo in Christian literature up to 1000, the date which we have also 
set for the current investigation.!? Comparison of the two lists shows 
that there are a large number of texts in which Philo is not given any 
kind of title. For example Origen refers to Philo three times, but 


12 Runia (1993); see also further SPhA 6 (1994) 90-110. 
13 See Runia (1993) 348-356, and further below in this volume, pp. 228-239. 
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each time assumes that the reader knows who he is. Didymus the 
Blind in his commentaries cites Philo’s name on six occasions with- 
out feeling the need to give him a title. But there are a large number 
of authors who do provide nomenclature, as will appear in the 
following list. The list is given in approximate chronological order. 
Wherever possible I cite the original Greek or Latin text, and add a 
literal translation in brackets.!4 This list will then be the basis of the 
discussion of the evidence in the rest of the article. 


LIST OF PHILONIC TITLES AND DESCRIPTIONS 


JosEPHuS (37-c. 100) 
Antiquitates Iudaicae 18.8.258: iov 6 npoeotag TOV Tovdaiwv Tis 
npeoßeias, avnp tà navra EvdoEos ’AAEEavdpov te tod GAaPapxov 
AÖEAPOS OV kai MIADGOHIASG ODK &reipoc (Philo, the leader of the 
embassy of the Jews, a man respected in every way, brother of 
Alexander the Alabarch, and not unskilled in philosophy). 
CLEMENT OF ALEXANDRIA (c. 150-c. 215) 
Str. 1.72.4: ó ITvdoryöpeiog PiAwv (the Pythagorean Philo). 
2.100.3: 6 IToOayópevog PiAwv ta Movoéoc eEnyovmevos (the 
Pythagorean Philo giving exegesis of the works of Moses). 
PSEUDO-JUSTIN Cohortatio ad Gentiles (between 220 and 300) 
89.2: oi copm@tator DiAov te xoi Iwonnog, ot tà KATA Tovdatovc 
iotopricavteg (the most wise Philo and Josephus, who have re- 
counted the history of the Jews). 
cf. 813.4: nap’ adtOv TOV nepi tobtov lotopnoávtov cov Kal 
6okijov Avöpwv, DiAwvög te xoi Iwonnov (from the wise and re- 
putable men themselves who have recorded these matters, Philo 
and Josephus). [6] 
ANATOLIUS of Alexandria, bishop of Laodicaea (died c. 280) 
cited at Eusebius HE 7.32.16: lovdatoisg ... toig maAa Kal pd 
Xpiotov ... £x TOV bro PiAwvog ... Aeyopévæv ([this was known] to 
the Jews who lived long ago and even before Christ, [as you can 
read] from the writings of Philo). 
EUSEBIUS OF CAESAREA (c. 260-339) 
Eccl. Hist. 2.4.2: Didov ..., KVNP od uóvov TOV NUETEPWV, GAAG Kal 
TOV &nó tic EEwPev Opuwpevov nardetac érionuótatoç. TO HEV ODV 


14 For further details on the editions used etc. see below pp. 228-239. 
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yévoc Avexadev ‘EBpaioc tv, tev 6’ en’ "AAeEavdpetac Ev teAeı 
dtagavav ovdevoc xeipov ... (Philo, a man most distinguished not 
only among (lit. of) our people but also among (lit. of) those 
motivated by an outside (secular) education (i.e. pagans). By 
descent he was a Hebrew from ancient times, inferior to none of 
the prominent people in authority in Alexandria); cf. 2.5.4 Giov 
... OVP Ta nåvta EvdoEOs ... koi qiAocoQitac OdK &xeipoc (Philo, a 
man distinguished in every respect, and not unskilled in philo- 
sophy). 
Praep. Evang. 1.9.20 ®iAwv ... 6 BößA1oc, 00x ó ‘EBpatos (Philo of 
Byblos, not the Hebrew); 7.12.14: ‘EBpaiov àvópa ... Pov (a 
Hebrew man ... Philo); also 7.17.4: 6 'EBpoiog PiAwv (the Hebrew 
Philo); cf. further 7.20.9, 11.14.10, 11.15.7, 11.23.12. 
Also 13.18.12: ó tà 'Eßpatwv nenrarðevuévoc BiAwv (Philo, learned 
in matters concerning the Hebrews). 

EUSEBIUS OF EMESA (c. 300—359) 
Frag. in Catena in Genesim ad Gen. 2:6: ®iAwv ó 'EBpotog (Philo 
the Hebrew). 

GREGORY OF Nyssa (c. 338-c. 395) 
Contra Eunomium 3.5.24: 6 ‘EBpaioc ®iAwv (the Hebrew Philo); 
same epithet at 3.7.8. 

Ps. CHRYSOSTOM (387) 
In sanctum Pascha sermo 7.2: copovs "Eßpatovg oiov PiAwva Kat 
Ioonna (Hebrew sages such as Philo and Josephus). 

RUFINUS (c. 345-c. 410) 
Latin translation of Eusebius' Eccl. Hist. (see above); note the fol- 
lowing additions to the source: 2.4.2 Filo insignissimus scriptorum 
(Philo, most distinguished of writers), 2.17.1 a viro disertissimo 
Filone (by Philo, a most eloquent man). 

JEROME (347-420) 
Adv. Iov. 2.14: Philo vir doctissimus (Philo, a very learned man). 
Comm. 1n Amos 2.9: Philo vir disertissimus Hebraeorum (Philo the 
most eloquent of the Hebrews); same description at Comm. in 
Hiezech. 4.10b. 
De vir. ill.: 8.4 Philon disertissimus Hebraeorum (Philo the most 
elo[7]quent of the Hebrews); 11.1 Philon Iudaeus, natione Alex- 
andrinus, de genere sacerdotum ... (Philo the Jew, Alexandrian 
by birth, of priestly descent ...). 
Ep. 22.35.8: Philo Platonici sermonis imitator (Philo, imitator of 
Platonic diction). 
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Ep. 29.7.1: Iosephus ac Philo, viri doctissimi Iudaeorum (Josephus 
and Philo, most learned men belonging to the Jewish people). 
Ep. 70.3.3: de Philone ... alterum vel Iudaeum Platonem (Philo, a 
second or Jewish Plato). 
Liber Hebr. nom. pref.: Philo vir disertissimus Iudaeorum (Philo the 
most eloquent of the Jews). 
Praef. in libr. Sal.: Iudaei Philonis (of the Jew Philo). 
THEODORE OF MOPSUESTIA (c. 350—428) 
Treatise against the Allegorists, 14.28 Van Rompay: ‘Philon, un juif .!5 
LATIN TRANSLATOR OF PHILO (c. 375—400) 
Title of translation of De vita contemplativa (cf. C-W 6.xviii): 
Philonis Iudaei liber de statu Essaeorum, id est Monachorum, qui 
temporibus Agrippae regis monasteria sibi fectrunt (Philo the 
Jew's book on the way of life of the Essenes, i.e. monks, who in 
the times of King Agrippa made monasteries for themselves). 
AUGUSTINE (354—430) 
Contra Faustum 12.39: Philo quidam, vir liberaliter eruditissimus 
unus illorum (i.e. Iudaeorum) (a certain Philo, a man of exceed- 
ingly great learning, belonging to that group (of Jews [introduced 
in first line of paragraph])). 
ISIDORE OF PELUSIUM (c. 370-c. 435) 
Ep. 2.143: ®thova, kaitor 'Iovóotov (Philo, though a Jew) 
Ep. 3.19: Bidwv ó Ogopntixotatog xoi 'Tóonzgoç ô totopikototog 
(Philo, highly versed in contemplation, and Josephus, highly 
versed in history). 
Ep. 3.81: iov ... GvOpanocg IIA&tovog ñ önıAntng ñ oonyntüc 
(Philo, a man who was either disciple or instructor of Plato). 
Ps.PRocHORUS (fl. 400—450) 
Acta Johannis 110.9: &vOponogc "Iovóatoc, óvóuati Pirwv, èn- 
OTOPEVOG TOV vópov KTH TÒ Yp%u (a Jewish man named Philo, 
who knew the Law according to the letter); cf. also 112.4 0 vv 
Ó akaunng kai pıAöveikog (Philo the inflexible and contentious 
(sc. interlocutor)).[8] 
JULIAN OF ECLANUM (386-c. 454) 
at Augustine Contra sec. Jul. resp. 4.123, PL 45.1420: illos Hebraeos, 
Sirach vel Philonem (those Hebrews, Sirach or Philo). 


15 Van Rompay, the translator of this text, informs me that the Syriac probably 
translates (ov, lovdaidg ti. All discussions of texts preserved in Syriac in this 
article are based on collaboration with my esteemed colleague, for which I offer 
him once again my sincerest thanks. 
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SALAMINIUS HERMIAS SOZOMEN (c. 400-c. 460) 
Eccl. His. 1.12.9: PiAov ó Tv8ayopetog (Philo the Pythagorean). 
CATENA IN GENESIM, CATENA IN EXODUM (c. 450-500) 
passim under the headings ®iAwvoc, Pidwvos ériokónov, PiAwvoc 
‘EBpaiov (of Philo, of Philo the Bishop, of Philo the Hebrew). 
CASSIODORUS (487- c. 580) 
Inst. Div. Litt. PL 70.1117B: a Philone doctissimo quodam Iudaeo 
(by Philo a very learned Jew). 
ANONYMOUS ARMENIAN TRANSLATOR OR GLOSSATOR (c. 550?) 
Praef. in libr. Philonis De prov. vii: magnae sapientiae vir Philo 
Israelita fuit (Philo, a man of great learning, was an Israelite). 
ISIDORE OF SEVILLE (c. 570—636) 
Etymologiae 6.2.30: Iudaei Philonis (the Jew Philo). 
BARHADBSABBA CARBAYA, bishop of Halwan (c. 600) 
Cause of the Foundation of the Schools, 375.15: ‘Le directeur de cette 
école et l’exégéte fut Philon le Juif. 
ANASTASIUS SINAITA (c. 610-c. 700) 
Viae dux 13.10.1: driotov 'Iovóatov BiAwvog tod quAocógov (the 
Jewish unbeliever Philo the philosopher), ó nıapog PiAwv (the 
detestable Philo). 
CHRONICON PASCHALE (c. 650) 
PG 92.69A: BiAwvog tod nap’ "Eßpatoıg oooo9 (of Philo the sage 
among the Hebrews). 
Ps.SOPHRONIUS (c. 700?) 
Greek translation of Jerome, De vir. ill: 12 [= Jerome 8], ®iAwv o 
t&v 'lovóaiov EAdoyınararog (Philo, the most eloquent of the 
Jews); 21 [= Jerome 11] ®iAwv 'Iovóatoc, texBeic Ev “AAcEavdpeta 
... (Philo the Jew, born in Alexandria...). 
JOHN or Damascus (c. 675-c. 750) 
Prol. in Sac. Par. PG 95.1040B: ano tod PiAwvog xoi Toonnzov 


ovvraynatov ... Eppaoioi de Aupw Kai Aóyiot &vópec (from the 
treatises of Philo and Josephus ... both were Hebrews and men of 
learning). 


ARMENIAN TRANSLATOR OF EUSEBIUS' CHRONICLE 
Chronicle, p. 213: 'Philo from Alexandria, a learned man, was pro- 
minent'. 

GEORGE SYNCELLUS (died after 810) 
Ecloga chronographica 399.6: bç Pilav 'Iovóoiog £& "AAeEavdpetac 
diaywv iotopei (as Philo the Jew from Alexandria recounts at 
some length). [9] 
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ANONYMOUS Syrian commentator of the works of Gregory of Nazi- 
anzus (8th or 9th century) 
At the end some quotations are found from other writers, among 
them two quotations from ‘Philo the Hebrew’, fol. 98a and 144a 
in ms. London, Brit. Libr. Add. 17,147.16 

PHOTIUS, patriarch of Constantinople (c. 820-891) 
Bibliotheca cod. 103: BiAwvog tod Tovdatov (Philo the Jew); cf. 105 
"AAetovöpedg thv natpiða. 

ANASTASIUS incertus (9th century) 
In hexaemeron 7, PG 89.961: DidAwv ó P1A000YoG kai TOV ANOOTOAWV 
òuóxpovoç (Philo the philosopher and contemporary of the 
apostles). 

ARETHAS, archbishop of Caesarea (c. 850—c. 940) 
Comm. in Apoc. 1, PG 106.504: ®iAwvi 16 Ügopntixotóto ’Iovdaio 
avdpt (Philo the Jewish man most versed in contemplation). 

ANONYMOUS list of exegetical authorities (date unknown, no earlier 
than the 9th century)!” 
Exegesis Psalmorum 29.1: Philo philosophus spiritualis (Philo the 
spiritual philosopher). 

SOUDA (c. 1000) 
s.v. ABpadu: Pav, £5 'EBpatov qUAócogoc (Philo, a philosopher 
from the Hebrew people). 
s. v. DiAwv: Didwv "Tovóatoc, tex0cig Ev 'AXeGavópeta ... (cf. 
Sophronius above). 


Analysis of the evidence 


There are various ways in which this list could be analysed. Each 
author could be dealt with in turn. But this method would lead to 
results that were rather fragmented. In my discussion of the 
evidence I will use a more systematic approach. The nomenclature 
used for Philo will be presented under nine headings. 


(1) Philo a man of learning 


If we survey the group of texts as a whole, the first impression is 
that a large number of them emphasize Philo's great learning. This 


16 The work is unedited; information given by Wright (1871) 439b, 440a. 

17 List found in some mss. of an East-Syrian Psalm Commentary as well as in 
one branch of the ms. tradition of the Gannat Bussame (Garden of Delights), a 
commentary on the Fast-Syrian lectionary; see Vandenhoff (1899), Chabot (1906) 
491-492, Reinink (1977) 125, n. 74. 
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tendency commences with Josephus, who regards him as ‘not un- 
skilled in philosophy’, a description which is unclear, and to which 
we shall return. For [10] Ps.Justin Philo is a sage (coqóc) or most 
wise (cogoxaxoc). The same general epithet returns in two authors 
dealing with Paschal questions, Ps.Chrysostom and the Chronicon 
Paschale.!® Eusebius emphasizes the great distinction of both his 
sacred and his secular learning (noióeto); the latter aspect is again 
emphasized on one occasion in the Praeparatio Evangelica, a work 
that gives quotations from no less than nine Philonic treatises.!? 
According to the Armenian translator?? Philo was a man of great 
wisdom. The greatest emphasis on Philo's learning, however, is 
found in Jerome, who refers to it on six separate occasions (similar 
descriptions found in Rufinus and Augustine are very likely depen- 
dent on him). Jerome is the first (together with Isidore) to record 
the proverb 'either Plato philonizes or Philo platonizes', interpret- 
ing it as referring to the similarity of both thought and style.?! 
Against this background we can understand why sometimes Philo's 
learning is praised in a general way (note especially doctissimus, 
eruditissimus), but on other occasions special emphasis is placed on 
his eloquence (disertissimus, cf. &AAoyıu@rarog in the translation of 
Jerome's account in Ps. Sophronius). If Philo is a second or Jewish 
Plato, and an imitator of Plato's style, then eloquence can hardly be 
denied him. That Philo was a distinguished (and prolific) writer is 
noted only by Rufinus, who adds this information to his translation 
of Eusebius.?? A final text that emphasizes Philo's learning is found 
in Johannes Damascenus, who draws extensively on Philo in his 
Sacra Parallela.23 The Greek epithet Aöyıog which Johannes uses 
probably refers to learning in general rather than just to his 
eloquence. Other passages among our texts refer to more specific 
aspects of Philo's learning. These we shall now examine separately 
under the next three headings. 


18 Op the use of Philo in the Easter controversies see further Runia (1993) 
231-234. 

19 List at ibid. 223. 

20 Or glossator; see further below n. 73. 

21 On this proverb see further Runia (1993) 4, 208, 313-314, 323. 

22 The three biographical accounts in Eusebius, Jerome and the Souda indicate 
this feature at greater length, because in each case a long list of Philo’s works is 

iven. 

9» On Philo in the Florilegia derived from Johannes see further Royse (1991) 
26-27. 
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(2) Philo as historian 


One of the reasons that Philo was a valuable source for Christian 
writers was that he furnished much historical information, not only 
about early Pentateuchal times, but also concerning the crucial 
events at the time of and just after Jesus’ death. Various writers point 
out that he was a contemporary of the apostles (e.g. Anastasius 
incertus in the 9th century). In the descriptions cited above, this 
aspect is explicitly brought forward by [11] only one author, Ps. 
Justin, whose aim is to convince his pagan readers about the anti- 
quity of the Jewish-Christian tradition. On both occasions he con- 
nects Philo with the other great Jewish author who wrote in Greek, 
Josephus.?* The connection with Josephus occurs in four other 
Christian sources: Ps.Chrysostom, Jerome, Isidore, John of Dama- 
scus. Of these all but one join them together and describe them as 
learned. The exception is Isidore, who distinguishes between them, 
calling Josephus a supreme historian and Philo a supremely specu- 
lative thinker. We return to this text under (4). 


(3) Philo the philosopher 


P1AÖC0Pog and YLAocogia are notoriously ambiguous words. In later 
antiquity they can refer to Greek philosophy, but just as easily to the 
Christian faith or to the practice of biblical exegesis.?? So when 
Josephus, the first author to mention Philo, says that he was ‘not un- 
skilled in philosophy’ we may wonder what he is specifically refer- 
ring to. I suspect that it is to ‘Greek’ or ‘pagan’ philosophy. Jewish 
observers, and perhaps also those outside the Jewish community, will 
have noted how deep a knowledge of Greek philosophy is presumed 
by Philo's literary œuvre. But there is no way of being sure, since 
Josephus, not unlike Philo (on whom he probably to some degree 


24 On Josephus’ reception in the Christian tradition see now the excellent 
survey in Schreckenberg (1991) 3-148. There are significant parallels with the 
process of Philonic reception. But he does not give a systematic analysis of (i) the 
relation to Philo, or (ii) the specific nomenclature used for Josephus. In the 
Syrian tradition there is an interesting, if wholly erroneous, connection made 
between the two by Bar-Hebraeus (13th cent.) in his Chronography (p. 49 Wallis 
Budge): ‘And at that time Felix, the Eparch of Egypt, was sent, and he afflicted the 
Jews for seven years, and because of this ambassadors were sent to Gaius that they 
might break him, namely Josephus, the wise man, and Philo the Hebrew 
philosopher, who was from Alexandria.’ 

25 Cf. Malingrey (1961) 99ff. and passim, PGL s. w., Görgemans (1989) 619- 
620. 
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depends),?? regards Greek philosophy as posterior to and depen- 
dent on Jewish philosophy or wisdom, which in his view is to be 
equated with fundamental Jewish religious convictions centred on 
the Law.?’ 

In the case of Clement of Alexandria, the first Christian author to 
refer to Philo, there can be no doubt whatsoever that the title he 
uses, Philo the ‘Pythagorean’ or ‘follower of Pythagoras’, refers to 
Greek philosophy. In Clement’s day the Pythagoreans were a 
recognized philosophical ‘school’ (atpeotc), even if in practice there 
was little to distinguish them from Platonists.?? Nevertheless it is 
once again not easy to deter[l2]mine what Clement means by the 
epithet.?? Given the contexts—in the first passage Philo is cited in 
order to prove the antiquity of ‘Jewish philosophy’, in the second it 
is expressly stated that he is 'giving exegesis of the writings of 
Moses'—it is to my mind not likely that he means that Philo was a 
member of the Pythagorean school. It is possible that he is alluding 
to Philo's great knowledge of this area of Greek philosophy, as 
Eusebius was to do a century later when he introduces Philo in his 
Historia Ecclestiastica and states that he 'showed a special zeal for the 
study of Plato and Pythagoras'.?? Another possibility is that there 
were aspects of Philo's thought and exegetical practice, e.g. his 
extensive references to numbers and their symbolism in his exegesis, 
tbat reminded Clement of Pythagorean philosophers. 

Remarkably Clement's epithet returns once more in the extant 
tradition, namely in the 5th century historian Sozomen's account of 
the early monastic movement. Where did Sozomen, who was of 
course heavily indebted to earlier material, get it from? Recently it 
has been suggested that the above-mentioned passage in Eusebius 
was his source.?! I regard this as rather unlikely, since why would he 
choose the school of one philosopher at the expense of that of the 
other (which was in fact more famous)? A few pages earlier (1.1.12) 
Sozomen informs his reader that he wrote a short account of the 
history of the Church up to the time of Constantine in two books, in 


26 See esp. C. Ap. 1.162ff., 2.168, and further Pilhofer (1990) 193-206. 

27 Cf. TDNT 9.182—184, Mason (1991) 185f. (with further references). 

?8 As noted by Whittaker (1987) 115. 

?9 The question remains surprisingly unaddressed in Van den Hoek's excellent 
monograph on Clement’s use of Philo, (1988). I intend to deal with this question 

* in preter detail elsewhere. See further my remarks at (1993) 136, 147, 150. 
0 HE 2.4.3: öte paArota thy Kate Ad tova xoi IoOoyópav éCGnAokoc yov. 
31 In the note by Sabbah in Grillet-Sabbah-Festugiére (1983) 166. 
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which one of his sources was ‘Clement’ (in addition to Eusebius). 
He may mean the Pseudo-Clementina,?? but he may also mean Clem- 
ent of Alexandria,?? whose lost Hypotyposeis contained much quasi- 
historical material on the apostolic age.?* If so, then this work of 
Clement may be his source for the Philonic epithet which he uses.?5 

Another reference to Philo as philosopher is implied in the 
famous proverb on Philo's Platonism cited by Jerome and Isidore of 
Pelusium, which has already been discussed under (1) above, espec- 
ially if the [13] imitation involved is taken to refer to thought as well 
as (or rather than) style.*6 

In a number of very late documents the epithet ‘philosopher’ re- 
turns.?7 Anastasius the Sinaite, a rabid defender of orthodoxy, uses it 
in most pejorative fashion, connecting it with the fact that Philo was 
a Jew and an unbeliever (how much worse can one be!).?® In the 
Souda Philo is introduced as a 'philosopher from the Hebrew 
people' in connection with the lemma on Abraham. The implica- 
tion is that ‘philosopher’ here has to do with biblical interpretation. 
There are a number of other texts pointing in the same direction, 
which we will discuss in more detail under the next category. 


(4) Philo the exegete 


Only in one text is Philo directly referred to as 'exegete' (though 
more as a description than as a title), namely in the Syriac writer 
Barhadbsabba “Arbaya, who regards him as founder of the Alexan- 
drian school of exegesis, and the one whose example led the great 


32 As argued at ibid. 116. 

53 As concluded by Bidez-Hansen (1960) 458. 

34 On this work, which was sighted as late as 1779, see Duckworth-Osborn 
(1985), esp. 74-77, where it is noted that Eusebius made use of Clement's 
material. 

35 And so this may be evidence in favour of the view that Eusebius’ story about 
the origins of the Alexandrian church and the Philonic monks there was derived 
from Clement, as I suggest at (1993) 7. Sozomen's description of the early monks 
is, however, taken entirely from Eusebius; cf. ibid. 229. 

36 Resemblance of thought is explicitly stated by Jerome in De vir. ill. 11.7 (and 
taken over in Ps.Sophronius and the Souda) and it strongly implied at Ef. 70.3.3. 
Isidore of Pelusium too implies it at Ep. 3.81, as I observe at (1991) 315. 
Augustine, however, in his only mention of Philo at C. Faustum 12.59 emphasizes 
only the stylistic resemblance, and perhaps implicitly denies the similarity of 
thought (but he does emphasize Philo's learning). 

37 Note also the 13th cent. text of Bar-Hebraeus cited above in n. 24. 

38 At (1993) 210 I note that this is the most negative text on Philo in the entire 
tradition. 
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Origen astray.?? Other texts, however, point towards the same aspect 
of his literary activity. Clement, as we saw, calls Philo a ‘Pythago- 
rean’, but immediately adds that he gives exegesis of Mosaic scrip- 
ture. The next relevant text is the letter of Isidore (Ep. 3.19) in 
which he is called 6 Qewpyntik@tatoc. What is the contemplation 
(Bewpia), we may ask, in which Philo is so highly versed? When 
explaining the epithet Isidore states that Philo ‘turns almost the 
entire Old Testament into allegory’, so that there can be no doubt 
that the epithet refers especially to the practice of allegorical or 
‘speculative’ exegesis.49 Exactly the same epithet is used five 
centuries later by Arethas when referring to Philo’s praise of the 
hebdomad (i.e. in Opif. 89-127) .4! In the Syriac tradition Philo’s 
name occurs in a long and rather disorganized list of nomina docto- 
rum patrum orthodoxorum together with the title philosophus spiritualis. 
Philo appears to be the only [14] non-Christian in the list, but is 
included as a member of the exegetical tradition*? The title certainly 
refers to his exegetical activity. If the author has Philo's allegorizing 
in mind, it may be equivalent to the Greek piAdoogos Bewpnriröc. 
We note, however, that the 9th century Anastasius incertus speaks in 
similar terms about the early 1st and 2nd century exegetes who 
‘spiritually contemplated the Paradise story’ (rvevnarıkag xà nepi 
rapadeicov £Oeópnoav), so it is also possible that the term may be 
equivalent to nvevpatikoc. 45 


(5) Philo the Hebrew 


It is time to turn to a quite different aspect of our theme, the use 
of titles and descriptions to indicate Philo's descent. With one 


39 See ibid. 269-270. The words ‘and exegete', deleted in the Scher's transla- 
tion, have been reinstated by Van Rompay. 

40 See translation and comments on this text at Runia (1991) 310—312. 

*l Arethas writes &v Aóyo adtod tO eig thv Kata Movo£a PtAocogiav, where we 
might suspect that the last word is substituted for kooporotiav in the title of Opif. 

2 The only other figure in the list earlier than the 4th century is Origen. In 
passing we note that Philo is described as philosopher in the following Syriac text 
taken from the Anonymi auctoris Chronicon ad annum Christi 1234 pertinens 
(translation at Chabot (1952) 100): Pilatus autem post tribulationes quae ei 
acciderunt, seipsum necavit, ut scripsit Philo philosophus. The text is later than 
our cut-off point, but doubtless contains earlier material (the information is 
clearly—and mistakenly—taken from Eusebius HE 2.7.1). 

43 Text at C-W 1.cix. Johannes Damascenus in the Prologue to his famous Sacra 
Parallela calls Philo and Josephus Aöyıoı. The content of this work is primarily 
theological and philosophical, so presumably Johannes had these aspects of 
Philo's writings in mind when he wrote this passage. 
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exception the relevant texts can be divided into two groups, those 
that describe Philo as ‘the Hebrew’ (ó ‘EBpatoc), and those that 
describe him as Jewish or ‘the Jew’ (0 Iovdatoc). In our sources the 
first group begins with Eusebius of Caesarea, the man who did more 
than anyone else to place Philo on the Christian map. For Eusebius 
Philo is ‘a Hebrew by descent’. Elsewhere too he consistently refers 
to Philo by this epithet. Other 4th century texts in Eusebius of 
Emesa, Gregory of Nyssa, Ps.Chrysostom all use the same title. It is 
used by Jerome too (but less frequently than the other title Judaeus 
—twice as opposed to five times), and also by the opponent of 
Augustine, Julian of Eclanum. The author of the Catena** employs it 
towards the end of the 5th century, as do four later writers (author 
of the Chronicon Paschale, John of Damascus, an Anonymous Syriac 
writer, and the Souda once). We shall see in the following section, 
however, that this epithet is used less than that of Philo ‘the Jew’. 
What do Christian authors mean to say when they call Philo ‘the 
Hebrew’? The relation between the epithets ‘EBpaiog and ‘lovdatoc 
is by no means straightforward, and has so far been insufficiently re- 
searched. One must be careful not to over-interpret the evidence. 
The [15] terms may be used in a neutral fashion, without any parti- 
cular overtones. It is possible, however, to draw broad lines of 
division between the two terms. Philo’s own usage is revealing in this 
respect.46 He uses ‘EBpaiot as a term to describe the ancient lineage 
of the Jewish nation going back to the Patriarchs, or he relates it to 


44 On this author see below p. 46. 

45 Three studies should be mentioned: Kuhn-Gutbrod (1965), Arazy (1977), 
Tomson (1986). All three examine three names, ’Iovdaioı, ToponA, ‘EBpaioc. The 
first examines primarily Jewish (including Hellenistic-Jewish) and New Testament 
evidence, as does the third, which moreover attempts to apply sociological criteria 
to the subject. Only the second takes into account Greco-Roman and Patristic 
usage, but the analysis given in this unpublished work is rather primitive and 
parochial. It is remarkable that Feldman (1993) in his compendious work on Jew 
and Gentile does not touch on this issue at all. A full examination of Patristic 
usage of the two terms is thus very much a desideratum. On the use of 'Eppoiog in 
non-Jewish writers see also Stern (1974-84) 2.160. Lemche’s statement (1992) 95 
that ‘only in the Greco-Roman tradition did Greek Ebraios (sic) become the 
ordinary way of indicating Jews, and thereafter this tradition was taken over by the 
Christian church and became a general way of designing members of the Jewish 
people’ is in this unnuanced form not correct. According to Kuhn-Gutbrod 
(1965) 372 it is rare in Greek literature, but this too is somewhat exaggerated. The 
truth lies somewhere in between. 

46 Cf. Kuhn-Gutbrod (1965) 373-375, Arazy (1977) 1.141-158, Tomson (1986) 
136-137. On the related (but for us not relevant) issue of the relation between 
two terms ‘EBpatocg and XaAdatocg see Wong (1992). 
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the use of the Hebrew language (and especially the intepretation of 
Pentateuchal names). It occurs very frequently in the Lives of 
Abraham, Joseph and Moses. The only instance where he uses itin a 
post-biblical context is when he speaks of the Hebrews who came 
from Jerusalem to translate the Books of Moses (Mos. 2.31). Here 
the term probably indicates that they were speakers of Hebrew. 
Philo would not have described himself as a ‘Hebrew’. On the other 
hand ‘lovdaiog is Philo’s usual way refering to contemporary Jews in 
their socio-political situation. It occurs no less than 79 times in his 
two political treatises. In other treatises it is less common, but always 
with reference (direct or indirect) to the contemporary situation.*” 
Revealingly it is never used in the Allegorical Commentary, pre- 
sumably because this work is written for insiders.48 Philo would have 
regarded himself as a Joudazos.*9 A similar usage is encountered in 
Josephus: ‘Joudaioi is the regular name for post-biblical Jews’.?° Sur- 
prisingly at the outset of his Jewish War he describes himself as yeveı 
‘EBpaioc (a Hebrew by descent) .5! I agree with Tomson against [16] 
Gutbrod that Josephus here is exploiting the connotations of 
ancient prestige that the title connotes.5? 

Against this background there can be little doubt that Eusebius' 
description of Philo as ‘the Hebrew' is deliberate. Philo, who is such 
a valuable source of information on the beginnings of the Church in 
Alexandria, belongs to those respected and (relatively) ancient 
members of the Jewish people who lived before the fall of Jerusalem. 
Arazy accuses Eusebius of a ‘double standard’ in his use of appel- 
lations: Philo is ‘a Hebrew by racial descent’, while the people whom 
he represents and whose troubles he recounts are ‘Jewish’.53 Other 
Jews who are called ‘EBpaitot are Josephus and Trypho, the dialogue- 
partner of Justin Martyr. Arazy concludes: '(1) Any time a positive 
image of the Jews, contemporary or ancient is to be presented, 


47 Rightly observed by Tomson (1986) 137. 

48 Note the reference to Jews (and Egyptians) practising circumcision at QG 
3.48, which clearly has a contemporary reference. 

49 Cf. King Agrippa’s self-description at Legat. 278. 

50 Tomson (1986) 138. 

5l There are doubts about the text here, since the oldest ms. and Eusebius 
delete these words. 

52 Tomson ibid.; cf. Kuhn-Gutbrod (1965) 374, who thinks it refers to the fact 
that he came from a Palestinian family. Cf. also Arazy (1977) 2.10-11, who is not 
impressed by Josephus’ manceuvre. 


3 Arazy (1977) 2.29. 
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Hebraios is the proper appellation. (2) The appellation /oudaios 
should be used in pointing out the negative character of the Jews, 
both contemporary and their ancestors.'?* This statement is no 
doubt too clear-cut, and may well need to be qualified by further 
research. But it seems on the right track. It is supported by an ana- 
lysis of the evidence in Origen by De Lange, who concludes that 
‘[oudaios, in many mouths, was a sneering expression, even perhaps 
a term of abuse; Hebraios, on the other hand, was a liberal’s word, 
leaning over backwards to give no offence'.55 

The positive connotations of the title 'EBpotog are confirmed by 
our texts. In almost every case the context is non-polemical and, by 
implication at least, favourable. Gregory of Nyssa sympathizes with 
Philo because his ideas are filched by the heretical Neo-Arian 
Eunomius.°® In the Paschal documents Philo serves as an ancient 
authority whose testimony carries weight on account of its antiquity, 
and can be used as ammunition against both Christian (or heretical) 
opponents and contemporary Jews who follow a different calendar.*’ 
To be accredited with the possible authorship of one of the Septua- 
gintal writings, as Julian of Eclanum reports, is surely complimen- 
tary. The author of the Catena and John of Damascus are pleased to 
be able to make use of Philonic [17] exegetical material, even if 
caution is required (as John warns his reader). A final example is 
more complex. Eusebius of Emesa is pleased to cite Philo the 
Hebrew in order to defend a non-literal reading of the LXX text. 
But the preceding passage, which points out that the Hebrew text 
reads something different than the LXX, is also attributed to ‘a He- 
brew'.55 We may suspect a rabbinic exegete or exegetical tradition 
here,°? and the epithet probably implies knowledge of the Hebrew 
language. If Philo is deliberately cited as evidence against Jewish 
exegesis,9? then the title, even if it is used on both sides, could still 


54 Ibid. 2.30-31. 

55 De Lange (1976) 31. See also his comment at 32: ‘Origen has thus prepared 
the ground for Eusebius’ complete repainting of the traditional picture of Jewish 
history, which finally redefines Hebraiot, so that it can stand in contrast to Joudaioi.’ 
It is unfortunate for our theme that Origen never gives Philo a title. 

56 See further Runia (1993) 245. 

57 See further ibid. 234. 

58 Text at Petit (1991) 135. 

59 Compare the use of Rabbinic material in Origen’s exegesis, as sketched in 
De Lange (1976) 103-132. Kamesar (1993) 150 n.189 speaks of an ‘exegetical 
tradition’. 

60 As I argue at Runia (1993) 265. 
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have a positive connotation in his case. Philo as an ancient Hebrew 
authority is cited in support of a Greek reading that is disputed by a 
modern exegete who appeals to the authority of the Hebrew text. 


(6) Philo the Jew 


In our list a larger number of authors call Philo a Jew than a 
Hebrew. It takes a while, however, before this practice sets in. 
Josephus and Anatolius of Alexandria (3rd century) do not actually 
use ’Iovöatog as a title, but Philo's name is closely aligned with 
references to the ‘Jews’ in the immediate context. Apart from these 
texts it is not until the end of the 4th century that we see the title 
Philo the Jew coming into prominence. Jerome uses it very deli- 
berately in his biographical notice of Philo, and it returns on four 
other occasions in his writings. Jerome is not, however, our earliest 
witness. The reference to Philo as ‘a Jew’ in Theodore of Mopsuestia 
antedates his use by about 20 years.®! We may suspect, however, that 
Theodore’s use of the indefinite article indicates that the epithet is 
not yet being used as a standard title. It is possible that the Anon- 
ymous Latin translator uses the title Philo Judaeus at the beginning 
of his translation of Contempl. at about this time. A little later than 
Jerome we find [18] references to Philo the Jew in Isidore of Pelu- 
sium and Ps.Prochorus. Thereafter it becomes the most common 
way of referring to Philo.® 

Why does Jerome start his biography so demonstratively with the 
phrase Philon Iudaeus? Since most of the early illustrious men whom 
he describes were of Jewish descent without this being mentioned, 
the epithet must refer to something else. Most probable, it seems to 
me, is that it alludes to Philo's religious allegiance. Philo is a Jew 


61 Jerome wrote his De viris illustribus in 392-393; cf. Kelly (1975) 174. The 
mini-treatise ‘Against the allegorists’ of Theodore is most likely (but not wholly 
certainly) derived from his Commentary on the Psalms, cf. Van Rompay (1982) xlv- 
xlvii. We know from Theodore’s own testimony that this work was his ‘debut’, 
written when he was scarcely twenty years of age. Even if allowance is made for 
some exaggeration, this indicates a date between 370 and 375; see further Vosté 
(1925) 70-72, Devreesse (1948) 28, Schaüblin (1974) 18-19. 

62 The translation is dated to the last quarter of the 4th century by Petit (1977) 
1.13. A difficulty is caused by the fact that this title only occurs in the 1527 edition 
of Sichardus based on the now lost ms. of Lorsch. We cannot be certain that it was 
not added by the editor himself, although this is unlikely. I would like to thank 
Mme. Caroline Carlier (Jerusalem) for drawing my attention to this text. 

63 Examples in Cassiodorus, Isidore of Seville, Barhadbsabba ‘Arbaya, 
Anastasius the Sinaite, Ps.Sophronius, Photius, Arethas, the Souda. 
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who lived during the earliest times of Christianity but remained a 
Jew. There is, however, not a trace of negative feeling in the use of 
the title. Jerome is very positive about Philo in this brief report, 
telling his reader that he places Philo among the ecclesiastical 
writers because (as Jerome himself believes) he wrote a laudatory 
account of the early Church in Alexandria. Also, when he calls Philo 
a ‘second or Jewish Plato’ the title surely has a positive connotation. 

Interpretation of the term Joudaios (or Iudaeus) requires more 
care than the corresponding term Hebraios (or Hebraeus). As we 
noted above, it generally refers to contemporary Jews or Jews in the 
relatively recent past.9* For Philo and Josephus this means post-exilic 
Judaism. In Christian terms it means Jews from about the time of 
Jesus onwards. The word also very often implies a reference to the 
Jewish religious adherence of the people being described.° The 
reference is by no means necessarily negative, but can easily become 
such on account of the strong rivalry and frequent antipathy that 
existed between the two religious groups. Whether /oudaios is used 
in negative or polemical sense depends entirely on the context. The 
difference between Hebraios and /oudaios in the Christian context 
may thus be summarized as follows. The use of Hebraios may refer to 
the origins of Christianity in Judaism, but does not imply a contrast 
between the two religions and their adherents. When Joudazos is 
used, there is a strong possibility that the author does imply a 
contrast between Jew and Christian. 

If we examine the texts contemporary or later than Jerome in 
which Joudaios or Iudaeus is used, we may conclude that an implicit 
or explicit contrast with the term Christianus is generally present.56 
In Theodore of [19] Mopsuestia the context is strongly polemical: 
Origen should not have taken over the method of allegorical 
exegesis from a Jewish author.’ In the later Syriac author Barhadb- 


64 Cf. Kuhn-Gutbrod (1965) 369-371, Tomson (1986) 136-140 (who empha- 
sizes that it is the name used by Jews in communication with non-Jews, i.e. the 
outside title in contrast to the inner description Israel). Arazy (1977) passim over- 
emphasizes the negative connotations of Joudaios, which leads him to see a more 
positive development in the 4th cent., when Julian sees the Jews as allies against 
the Christians. 

65 And so can perhaps even be used of a pagan adherent to Judaism (but who 
is not a proselyte); cf. Van der Horst (1991) 68-71. 

66 Exceptions are, I think, the two references to Philo as author of the Wisdom 
of Solomon in Cassiodorus and Isidore of Seville and the reference to Philo in 
Arethas, where the term does no more than indicate Philo's ethnic origin. 

67 On this text see further Runia (1993) 264—269. 
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Sabba “Arbaya the context is similar, but the tone somewhat less 
polemical.98 Isidore of Pelusium in Ep. 2.143 praises Philo for 
reaching some understanding of the doctrine of the trinity ‘even 
though he was a Jew’. Another letter, Ep. 3.19, is also interesting. 
Philo, together with Josephus, is cited in order to refute a Jew (i.e. a 
contemporary with whom the recipient of the letter has engaged in 
discussion). Philo and Josephus are described as ‘two of your own 
(i.e. Jewish) writers'.9? The context in Augustine is overtly, if not 
aggressively, polemical. In the wholly legendary account in Ps. 
Prochorus Philo is presented as a typical rabbinical Jew who reads 
the Law according to the letter and refuses to accept the apostle 
John’s interpretation ‘according to the spirit’ until he is impressed 
by a miracle that John performs.’ The most polemical contexts are 
to be found in the two late writers Anastasius and Photius, where 
lovdatoc has very strong negative overtones indeed. 

A final question remains to be answered. Is it significant that 
towards the end of the 4th century Joudaios starts to replace Hebraios 
as the title most often used for Philo? The answer, to my mind, must 
be in the affirmative. Through the interventions of Clement, Origen 
and Eusebius Philo had gained a reasonably comfortable niche 
within the Christian tradition as a respected Jewish source of histori- 
cal, exegetical and even theological insight. When this is combined 
with the legend of Philo Christianus, we may say that he became a 
Church father honoris causa. During the 4th century, however, we 
observe that the atmosphere changes. It is the time that orthodoxy 
triumphs over heresy and relations between Jews and Christians 
deteriorate markedly. The attitude of Ambrose and Augustine 
towards Philo is ambivalent, that of Theodore of Mopsuestia, as we 
noted above, decidedly hostile.’! It should certainly not be con- 
cluded that Hebraios is always positive and Joudazos always negative. 
The use of the terms is much less clear-cut. Often it is fairly neutral. 
But that the increase in the use of /oudaios introduces a new [20] 
more antithetical and ‘tougher’ (but by no means always uncompli- 
mentary) attitude to Philo seems to me quite clear. 


68 See further ibid. 269-270. 

69 Further comments on these texts in ibid. 204-209 and Runia (1991). 

70 As Zahn (1880) liv indicates, one cannot be absolutely certain that the 
author has our Philo in mind, because the incident is situated in Asia Minor. 

71 See my monograph (1993), but I do not pursue the question systematically 
beyond 400. On Philo and heresy see also Runia (1992). 
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(7) Philo the Israelite 


Israel is the “inner-Jewish’ self-designation, which the Christian 
church successfully appropriated for itself as the ‘New Israel’.72 It is 
thus surprising to find one text in which Philo is described as an 
‘Israelite’, namely in the introduction to the Armenian translation 
of Philo’s writings. It is not known who the writer of this text is. It is, 
as far as I can tell, quite possible that it was the translator himself.’3 
The author could just have easily used the Armenian equivalent of 
Hebraeus, but not so easily Iudaeus.’4 It is thus a puzzle why he uses 
the term ‘Israelite’. Perhaps it is suggested by his account of the 
double diaspora of the Jewish people, first at the time of the Old 
Testament, secondly at the time of the New.” The term, we might 
add, also has a respectable New Testament background, being used 
there six times, twice in well-known statements of the Apostle Paul 
about his own lineage (Rom. 11:1, 2 Cor. 11:22). 


(8) Philo the Bishop 


In one group of Christian documents Philo is endowed with the title 
O émioKonoc (the Bishop), namely the Catena in Genesim and the 
Catena in Exodum, extensive collections of excerpts from scriptural 
commentators ordered in the sequence of the biblical text. Philo is 
quoted on numerous occasions in these works, but the extracts are 
taken from a limited section of his corpus (only QG 1.55-4.228, QE 
2.1-49, and a few excerpts from Mos. 1).76 Until recently it was 
thought that these Catenae were composite documents that grew by 


72 Cf. esp. Tomson (1986) passim. 

73 Text at Aucher (1822) vii-xi. Above the text we read ‘Outline of the 
translator or interpreter which precedes the books of Philo on Providence', but 
this may be simply the surmisal of Aucher the editor, as my colleague J. J. S. 
Weitenberg informs me. In this case it is also possible that the piece is of much 
later date. Terian (1981) 6 simply speaks of an 'anonymous scholion'. 

74 According to Weitenberg the Armenian word hréaj (= Jew) is not easily used 
as a title, whereas for the word ebrajec‘i there is no problem. 

? The account begins by stating that it is not certain from which tribe Philo 
came. Cf. Jerome's statement that Philo was de genere sacerdotum, which according 
to Schwartz (1984) is not likely to be legendary. The Armenians seem to have been 
interested in the fate of the Jewish captives. According to the History of the 8th 
cent. author Moses Khorenats'i one of the leading Armenian families descended 
from a Jewish captive at the court of Nebuchadnezzar; cf. Thomson (1978) 30. 

76 See the discussion at Royse (1991) 14-25; at 17 n.12 he notes that C-W cite 
some quotations from Mos. 2 from the Catenae in Numeros, but he adds that their 
sources are of doubtful quality (at Mos. 1.220 C-W also cite a quote in the Catena in 
Psalmos). 


PHILONIC NOMENCLATURE 47 


accretion. But recently Francoise Petit [21] has argued that the 
Catena in Genesim at least is basically the work of a single anonymous 
compiler, and she has commenced on an edition of the entire work 
in which the excerpts scattered over the various mss. are brought 
back together in an integral text.”” Certainly the manner in which 
Philo is cited offers support to her thesis. The method is utterly 
consistent: the excerpt is preceded by Philo’s name in the genitive, 
without a title, or with the titles 'EBpatov or enıokönov. The third 
option is the most common, followed by the second, while the name 
only is relatively infrequent.’® The provenance of the quotation is 
never given. (This is in clear contrast to the Florilegia,? where the 
location is often told, but Philo is never given a title as far as I 
know.) In the case of Christian bishops the Catenist sometimes also 
gives a place-name, e.g. Eusebius bishop of Emesa, Dionysius bishop 
of Alexandria etc.®° This is never done in Philo's case. It would seem 
that the title of Philo the bishop is an idiosyncratic trouvaille of the 
unknown author. It indicates respect (as does the epithet ‘EBpatoc), 
as well as a complete acceptance of the legend of Philo Christianus. 
To my mind, however, the usage of the two epithets remains 
puzzling because they appear to cancel each other out. If Philo is a 
Hebrew, he is no Bishop, and vice versa.®! 


(9) Philo the Alexandrian 


Remarkably, given modern usage, the fact that Philo came from 
Alexandria is virtually never exploited as an epithet or title in our 
extant sources. Philo's geographical origin is naturally mentioned in 
the six biographical accounts that we have (Josephus, Eusebius, 
Jerome, Ps.Sophronius, Photius, the Souda) .8? But elsewhere it is 


77 So far she has reached Gen. 11 in two volumes, Petit (1992-93); her 
ypolhesis on the author is presented at (1992) xiv. 

8 A good impression of the complexity of the transmission can be gained by 
looking at the collection of lemmata from QG and QE published in Petit (1978). 
Because the published information is incomplete, I shall give no analysis of the 
variations in the titles, except to say that the name alone is found mainly in the 
Leningrad codex. 

79 Also collections of excerpts, but not to be confused with the Catenae, cf. 
Royse (1991) 26-58. 

0 Cf. Petit (1991-93) nos. 237, 225. 

81 Alan Mendelson suggests that Bishop might be used loosely for a eminent 
religious person, regardless of ‘denominational’ membership. Compare the way 
that in the 19th century one spoke of the ‘Jewish Church’. 

82 Cf. also the anonymous Armenian translator, who relates Philo to the 
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only used as a title in two rather late texts, the Armenian translation 
of Eusebius’ Chronicle and the chronographic work of George Syncel- 
lus. Since both these works make use of the Eusebian chronicle 
tradition we might wonder [22] whether the title stood in the origi- 
nal Eusebian work (which has not been preserved in Greek). The 
fact that it is missing in Jerome’s translation and reworking of the 
work, however, argues against this possibility. In this context it is 
interesting to note the practice of the bibliophile Byzantine Patri- 
arch Photius in his Bibliotheca. He regularly cites pagan and Christian 
authors from Alexandria by means of their name and the epithet 
'AAeS&avöpeög. For example, at cod. 49 he records that he has read a 
book of ‘the saintly Cyril the Alexandrian’, and at cod. 106 (straight 
after the three chapters devoted to Philo) he mentions the Hypo- 
typoseis of ‘the blessed Theognostus of Alexandria the exegete’, pos- 
sibly head of the Alexandrian school in the period after Origen. But 
in the case of Philo he commences (cod. 103) with the usual formu- 
la dvayvac8n PiAwvog lovdaiov (were read of Philo the Jew...), and 
Philo’s Alexandrian origin is mentioned only at the end of cod. 105, 
as part of a brief biographical sketch similar to what is found in 
Jerome and Ps.Sophronius.* 


Some conclusions 


On the basis of the above discussion the following summary of 
results can be given. 

(1) The titles and descriptions bestowed on Philo concentrate for 
the most part on two features, his learning and his Jewish descent. 
(2) A considerable number of authors express their respect for 
Philo’s learning in general terms, particularly when he is associated 
with Josephus. If the reference is more specific, then it usually insists 
on Philo’s skill in philosophy. On a number of occasions the phras- 
ing or the context of the reference to Philo’s learning or philo- 
sophical prowess suggests that it is based on his allegorical exegesis 
of scripture. The most specific references are those that allude to 
the proverb comparing Philo with Plato and the title ‘Philo the 
Pythagorean’ found in Clement (and taken over in Sozomen). 


members of the Alexandrian synagogue mentioned in Acts 6:9, and Barhadb5abba 
“Arbaya, who names Philo as the director of the Alexandrian school. 
55 On this biographical material see Schamps (1987) 460-469. 
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(3) Two epithets are used to describe Philo’s Jewish descent. Until 
the end of the 4th century Hebraios is clearly dominant. Thereafter 
Ioudaios begins to take over, even if it never wholly supplants the 
other title. Jerome appears to have played an important role in this 
development, particularly in the West. The reference to ‘Philo a Jew’ 
in Theodore of Mopsuestia is most likely earlier than Jerome’s 
description of Philo as /udaeus in his De viris illustribus. The title 
Hebraivos is in all cases a sign of respect. The interpretation of the 
term Joudaios is more difficult. Implicit in this term is a contrast with 
Christianity. It can be meant neutrally, or [23] even have a positive 
connotation. There are also texts in which the context shows that 
the reference has a distinct polemical edge. 

(4) The title Philo the Bishop, which implies full acceptance of the 
legend of Philo Christianus, is idiosyncratic, and is only found in the 
Catenae. 

(5) Philo’s Alexandrian origin is rarely mentioned and never used 
as a title. 

(6) The majority of titles and descriptions used for Philo are 
positive in content and intent. This reflects the generally positive 
attitude taken towards him in the Christian tradition. 


Finally it is appropriate to end our discussion by drawing some con- 
clusions on why titles and epithets are used to describe Philo. Earlier 
I made a distinction between titles and descriptions. Titles are used 
to specify who is being talked about, descriptions are used to intro- 
duce or bring to mind the figure concerned. There can be no doubt 
that some of the titles we have discussed (especially sophos, philoso- 
phos, Hebraios, loudaios) are used to indicate which Philo is being 
talked about. But it seems to me on the basis of our evidence that 
the titles are not used primarily for the purpose of distinguishing 
Philo from others who carry the same name. Two arguments 
support this view. Firstly we recall the fact that Philo is very often 
cited without any kind of label at all.84 Secondly it is rather 
unexpected that Alexandreus is never used to identify Philo. It would 
appear that identificatory labels in Philo's case were not really neces- 
sary. Even though there were other Philos with whom some of the 
more learned members of the Christian community were familiar, 
these were not of a stature that they could easily be confused with 


84 See above p. 29-30. 
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‘our’ Philo. Philo is given an epithet mainly in order to tell the 
reader something about him, and, as we have seen, the epithet is 
often chosen in relation to the context in which it is used. This has 
made the subject treated in the present article all the more 
interesting, because it in fact allows a kind of miniature view of the 
way that Philo was received in the Christian tradition. 

The contrast with our modern situation, mentioned at the outset 
of the article, is interesting. Today Philo is never called ‘the Hebrew’ 
anymore because that title in English, when used of persons, is 
reserved for the period of the Old Testament or Hebrew Bible.®5 
Since the Second World War the title Philo Judaeus too has largely 
gone out of fashion.*9 [23] The reason for this, I suspect, is that a 
geographical location is regarded as more neutral than an ethnic 
origin—an important consideration in our century with its baleful 
(and alas continuing) history of racial discrimination. Thus we see 
that today Philo is generally called ‘the Alexandrian’. The chief 
purpose of this practice is to distinguish him from the many other 
Philos in the Greco-Roman world. This modern habit does not have 
its roots in antiquity, as far as we can tell from our sources. But even 
today, of course, it is in certain contexts hardly necessary to identify 
our hero. In the pages of this Annual, for example.®’ [25] 


85 This is different in Italian, where it still occasionally occurs: cf. R-R nos. 
6501, 6820. 

86 It was still the preferred title of Goodenough, e.g. in the bibliography that 
he compiled with Goodhart (1938). Perhaps if his Introduction to Philo Judaeus had 
first been written in 1962 rather than 1940 he might have chosen the alternative 
title. It seems that the title Philo the Jew is never used anymore (not a single 
example in R-R). For an example of a very deliberate use of the title ‘Philo the 
Jew' in Modern Hebrew see the remark on Rav Hanazir's Qol Hanevoua at Neher 
(1986) 390 n. 6. 

87 Apart from my colleagues Van Rompay and Weitenberg already mentioned 
in the notes, I would also like to thank Alan Mendelson (Hamilton, Canada), 
Gerard Mussies (Utrecht), James Royse (San Francisco), David Satran (Jerusa- 
lem), and Daniel Schwartz (Jerusalem) for their helpful comments on various 
draft versions. 
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The evidence and the problem 


It is a well-known fact that the massive corpus of writings of Philo of 
Alexandria only survived because he was taken up in the Christian 
tradition as a church father honoris causa.! In our extant sources he 
is first mentioned by Josephus (Antiquities 18.258), who describes 
him as ‘a man respected in every way ... and not unskilled in philo- 
sophy’.? But this is the last reference to Philo by a Jewish author 
until the 16th century. We first read about him in a Christian author 
in the Stromateis of Clement of Alexandria (written at the end of the 
2nd century A.D.). Clement explicitly refers to Philo on four occa- 
sions, but his actual usage of Philonic material is much more exten- 
sive. Indeed Clement’s handling of Philo is an illuminating example 
of the way ancient authors were wont to use other authors asa source 
for their own writing. In her excellent and well-received monograph 
on the subject Annewies van den Hoek has shown that on at least 
eight occasions Clement had a copy of Philo on his desk as it were, 
and that he copied out extensive excerpts in the Stromateis, unrolling 
his scroll as he went along (on one occasion in reverse!) .3 


l For a full account of this process see my Philo in Early Christian Literature: a 
Survey. Compendia Rerum Iudaicarum ad Novum Testamentum III 3 (Assen- 
Minneapolis 1993). 

? Avnp xà návta évdoEos... Kai PIAOCOPLOG ox ÜNELPOG. 

3 Clement of Alexandria and his Use of Philo in the Stromateis: an Early Christian 
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The four passages in which Clement refers to Philo by name are 
the following:* 


1.31.1: Epunvedver de ó PiAwv thv uev "Ayap napoikmoiv ..., thv Lapav ÖE 
&pxnv pov. (Philo interprets Hagar as 'sojourning'..., Sarah as ‘my 
rule’.) 

1.72.4: tovtov andvtov rpeoBvtatov akp tò Tovdatwv YEvog, Kal thv 

TAP’ ADVTOIS PLAOGOHIAV Eyypantov yEVOLEVHV npokatap&aı ts rap’ 

"EXAno1 PıAocoglag ià noAA@v ó IIvOoyópevoc droðeikvvor BiAwv, od 

UNV GAAG Kal ’ApıctoßovAog 0 Ilepınarntıröog xoi GAAOL nAelovg, iva uh 

Kat’ övopa Erıiwv dSiatpipo. (That the race of the Jews is by far the oldest 
of all these (races or cultures) and that their philosophy in a written 
form commenced prior to that of the Greeks is fully demonstrated by 
the Pythagorean Philo, as well as by Aristobulus the Peripatetic and 

many others, a list of whose names I will not bore you with.) 

1.152.2: thv de GAAnV EyKdKALOv noıdelav “EAAnves ed1daoKov èv 

Aiyonto, Oç àv [2] BaoıAıköv nardiov, ñ ono Pirov Ev t Moooéocç Bto, 

npoosuavdave ð tà 'Acoupiov ypåupata Kal thv TOV oUpaviov 

eniornunv Tapa te XaAdSaiwv rapa te Aiyuntiov ... (The remainder of 
the general education Greeks taught him [Moses] in Egypt, as would 

befit a royal child, an account of which is given by Philo in his Life of 
Moses. In addition he learned Assyrian letters and the science of the 
heavens from the Chaldeans and from the Egyptians.) 

2.100.3: IIA&tov dE 6 p1Adcogos, evdaioviav t£Aoc tiO£uevoc, “Ouolo- 

ow Heß” ono adtiy eivai “katà tò Sovatév”, cite [kai] cvvSpapav ros 
tQ SOypatt tod vópou (“ai yap peyar Qocet xoi yopval nad@v 

evoToYovo! NHS nepi thv GANBeLav”, óc qno ó Ilvdayöpeıog Giov tà 

Movoéws é&nyobuevoc), ette Kal napå TIVOV tóte Aoyiwv Avadıdaydeis 
äte nadnoewg cei dıyav. (Plato the philosopher posits as the goal of life 
‘well-being’, and says that this is ‘becoming like unto God to the extent 

possible’, in this either coinciding somehow or other with the doctrine 

of the Law (for great natures who are devoid of passions somehow or 

other hit on the truth, as says the Pythagorean Philo when expounding 

the works of Moses), or because, as one who was always thirsting for 
learning, he had been taught it by learned men then living.) 


These references deserve further study. In the first, which occurs in 
the middle of an extensive section that borrows heavily from Philo, 
the Jewish author is suddenly introduced without any further indica- 
tion as to who he might be? In the third text both the name and the 


Reshaping of a Jewish Model, Vigiliae Christianae Supplements 3 (Leiden 1988); see 
esp. 211-216. 

4 The text used is that of Stählin-Früchtel-Treu (GCS). It is possible that 
Clement also refers to Philo at Str. 1.152.2, but if so, he is mistaken (it should be 
Philo the Elder, the historian, = RE (46)). 

? Note how Clement is heavily dependent on a source, but only mentions its 
name incidentally. This frequent habit of ancient authors was heavily exploited in 
the method of Quellenforschung developed in classical studies in the 19th century, 
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work used as a source is given. Clement explicitly indicates that he 
has made use of Philo’s account of the life of Moses, no doubt in 
order to give his own account of the same subject more authority.® 
Here too Philo’s name is given without any further description. In 
the other two passages the situation differs. Clement does add a 
description that tells us a little more about who this Philo might be. 
He is twice called ‘the Pythagorean’. This epithet is used of Philo in 
only one other ancient source, namely the historian Sozomen, who 
informs us that according to ‘Philo the Pythagorean’ the best of the 
Hebrews retired to Lake Mareotis and practised philosophy there.’ 
A single other text points in a similar direction. When introducing 
Philo in his Ecclesiastical History Eusebius tells us that Philo is 
recorded as having exceeded his contemporaries in his zeal for the 
philosophical discipline of Plato and Pythagoras (so I translate tv 
Kate IIAótova xoi IIoOoyópav Gyoynv).8 This information may be 
derived from Clement, whom, as we know, Eusebius had read very 
carefully.? 

Now in my view the epithet 'Pythagorean' which Clement at- 
taches to Philo is unexpected. It is surely surprising that he does not 
describe him as ‘Philo the Jew’ or, as might be more likely, ‘Philo 
the Hebrew’ .!° We would expect that Philo’s role as a predecessor in 
the [3] Jewish-Christian tradition, i.e. the tradition that ascribes 
authority to the Hebrew scriptures, was more important for Clement 
than an attachment to a philosophical school of thought. In her 
monograph Van den Hoek devotes virtually no attention to the 
matter.!! Yet it is easy to see that from the historical point of view the 
issue is not without significance. As we have seen, apart from the 


an essentially risky procedure because the extent of the dependence can only be 
determined if the exploited source is still extant (in which case the results of the 
Quellenforschung are generally of much less significance). 

6 Perhaps too because it is an unusual and contestable (since chronologically 
implausible) piece of information. 

7 Hist. Eccl. 1.12.9, referring of course to Philo’s account of the Therapeutae. 

8 Hist. Eccl. 2.4.3. 

9 For example, at Praep. Evang. 9.6.5 he quotes the words of Clement that 
immediately follow the mention of Philo the Pythagorean at Str. 1.72.4. Nearly a 
dozen extracts from Str. 1.69-75 are cited throughout books 9 and 10 of Praep. 
Evang. I return to this question later in my paper. 

10 As I have shown in a recent article, Philo is in fact not called ‘the Jew’ in our 
sources until the second half of the 4th century. Until then he is ‘Philo the 
Hebrew’; see ‘Philonic Nomenclature’, The Studia Philonica Annual 6 (1994) 1-27, 
esp. 14-20. 

1] Cf. op. cit. (n. 3) 107, 179, 184. 
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brief notice in Josephus, Clement is the first author to name Philo. 
It is highly probable that it was through the intervention of the so- 
called catechetical school of Pantaenus, of which Clement was a 
member (but of which we know perilously little), that the writings of 
Philo were rescued from the debris of Jewish-Alexandrian culture 
after the disastrous happenings in the century after Philo’s death.!2 
Just as from the textual point of view,!? so also from the historical 
perspective the early information supplied by Clement has to be 
taken very seriously. When he calls Philo a ‘Pythagorean’, can this 
mean that in some way or another Philo was a member of the 
Pythagorean school? Naturally we have to allow for the fact that 
Clement may have been privy to information that is otherwise lost to 
us. If this is the case, we cannot check him. But we do have the duty 
to examine the question of why Clement called Philo ‘the Pythago- 
rean’ from as many angles as are made available to us by our limited 
sources. This is the task that I propose to take on myself in the 
present article.!? 

It is, of course, with Clement that we should start. The answer to 
our question will be determined primarily by Clement’s perception 
of Philo and other writers like him. The evidence of other contem- 
porary authors is only useful to the extent that it brings Clement’s 
views into sharper relief. I begin, therefore, with the contexts of the 
two passages, since they may well tell us something about why 
Clement chose to describe Philo in the way that he did. It will be 
more convenient to take the latter first. 


The text at Str. 2.100.3 


After a long passage starting at 878, in which Clement describes how 
the Greek philosophical doctrine of the various virtues is already 


12 See D. Barthélemy, ‘Est-ce Hoshaya Rabba qui censura le ‘Commentaire 
Allégorique’? A partir des retouches faites aux citations bibliques, étude sur la 
tradition textuelle du Commentaire Allégorique de Philon’, in Philon d’Alexandrie: 
Lyon 11-15 Septembre 1966; colloques nationaux du Centre National de la Recherche 
Scientifique (Paris 1967) 60, and also Runia op. cit. (n. 1) 22-23. 

13 See P. Wendland, ‘Philo und Clemens Alexandrinus’, Hermes 31 (1896) 435— 
456, and my ‘Underneath Cohn and Colson: the Text of Philo’s De virtutibus’, 
Society of Biblical Literature Seminar Papers 30 (1991) 116-134, esp. 124-127. 

14 Previous research on this question has been limited to scattered observ- 
ations. See below notes 44 and 71 on the research of R. Radice and D. Winston. I 
have raised the question without giving an adequate answer at op. cit. (n. 1) 136 
and in an article “Was Philo a Middle Platonist? a Difficult Question Revisited’, The 
Studia Philonic Annual 5 (1993) 133. 
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located in the writings of Moses, it is concluded that ‘Plato the 
philosopher’ has a doctrine of the telos which is the same as that of 
Moses (see text cited above). The formulation of the telos as evdaip- 
ovia and ópotocic 8e@ Kata tò Svvatov, derived from Theaet. 176b, is 
of course straight Middle [4] Platonist doctrine.! The convergence 
of doctrine is to be explained either through the fact that great 
minds can hit on the truth independently of each other, or because 
Plato, ever thirsting for knowledge, somehow came into contact with 
learned men who could teach him what was contained in the Mosaic 
philosophy.!6 The latter alternative recalls the apologetic argument 
of the 'theft of the philosophers', which is one of the pillars of 
Clement’s argument throughout the entire work." 

The first and lesser difficulty posed by the passage is that the 
quote from Philo which is supposed to support the former alter- 
native is nowhere to be found as such in the Philonic corpus. It is 
not impossible that Clement has in mind a passage now lost (e.g. in 
the Quaestiones or the Hypothetica). But I agree with the editors of 
Philo, Cohn and Wendland, that he almost certainly has a passage in 
mind which describes Moses' own education:!? 


15 Cf. Alcinous, Did. 2 153.8, 28 181.19 Whittaker, S. R. C. Lilla, Clement of 
Alexandria: a Study in Christian Platonism and Gnosticism, Oxford Theological 
Monographs (Oxford 1971) 106-110, and for Philo see my Philo of Alexandria and 
the Timaeus of Plato, Philosophia Antiqua 44 (Leiden 1986?) 341-343. 

16 So I interpret the phrase na pá ttov tote Aoytwv, since the whole context 
concerns how Greek ethics takes its starting point from Moses. Origen's words at 
C. Cels. 4.39 could be taken as a paraphrase of/commentary on Clement’s text: ‘It 
is not quite clear whether Plato happened to hit on these matters by chance, or 
whether, as some think, on his visit to Egypt he met even with those who interpret 
the Jews' traditions philosophically, and learnt some ideas from them, some of 
which he kept, and some of which he slightly altered...' (translation Chadwick). 
On the entire subject see further the texts assembled by H. Dórrie and M. Baltes, 
Der Platonismus in der Antike, Band 2 Der hellenistischen Rahmen des kaiser- 
zeitlichen Platonismus (Stuttgart 1990), 869—71 (texts at 190-219, commentary at 
480ff.). 

17 Cf, D. Wyrwa, Die christliche Platonaneignung in den Stromateis des Clemens von 
Alexandrien, Arbeiten zur Kirchengeschichte 53 (Berlin-New York 1983) 298-316, 
and for the theme before Clement P. Pilhofer, Presbyteron kreitton: Der Alterbeweis der 
jüdischen und christlichen Apologeten und seine Vorgeschichte, WUNT 2.39 (Tübingen 
1990). Wyrwa 148-152 denies its presence in Book II, making a distinction 
between the claims of theft and of dependence, but this question is not relevant to 
our present undertaking. 

18 L. Cohn and P. Wendland, Philonis Alexandrini opera quae supersunt (Berlin 
1896-1915) 4.124 (the work of Cohn); the suggestion was taken over by Stáhlin- 
Früchtel in the GCS edition of Clement (2.168). 
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Philo, Mos. 1.22 Clement, Str. 2.100.3 

TOAAG yàp AL LEYAAAL QVGEIG AL yàp peyda QVOEIS Kal youval 
KQLVOTOLODGL TOV EIG TAaVdV EVOTOYOVGL NWS nepi thv 
EMLOTHUNV. insu. 


It is perhaps better not to place Clement's words in quotation marks, 
since he is giving the gist of Philo's words, not citing them verbatim. 
The context determines the change from £rıstnun (relevant to 
Moses' natural abilities that came to the fore during his training) to 
&Afg1o. (Plato's ethical insights). But then xatvotopodot has to be 
changed too, for truth (in the ancient conception) is not found 
through innovation.!? A further argument in favour of this deriva- 
tion is that the additional words yuuvai rov clearly reflect what 
Philo says about Moses’ asceticism at Mos. 1.25-29 (note especially 
ra0óv at 826). Moreover the cited passage is part of a longer section 
of Philo's work which Clement adapts at length in book I of the 
Stromateis (he refers to it in the third of the passages cited above in 
which Philo's name is mentioned).?? A final consideration is the 
ambiguity of the phrase tù Movoéog &&nyobpuevog which follows the 
mention of Philo's name. This may mean 'expounding the writings 
of Moses’ (i.e. a very general sense, equivalent to ‘in his commen- 
taries on Moses’), or it may mean ‘giving an exposition of the facts 
about Moses', which could then be a reference to the biographical 
details furnished in abundance in the De vita Moysis.?! The latter 
view would further support Cohn and Wendland's view. It seems to 
me, however, that the first interpretation of the phrase is the more 
likely. [5] 

The second interpretative difficulty is that we must try to deter- 
mine the intent and scope of the reference to Philo. A minimalist 
view would be that Clement is making an erudite literary allusion to 
a memorable turn of phrase in Philo. After all the contexts are 
rather different: in the one case the education of the prodigy Moses, 
in the other Plato's independent acquisition of a philosophical 
truth. There is, however, a complication. This particular passage 
follows on, and can be regarded as the climax of, the passage 2.78.1- 


19 As noted by Van den Hoek of. cit. (n. 3) 184. The verb evotoyxéw is in fact 
not found in our extant Philo. 

20 There are references to Greek teachers at Mos. 1.21 and 23, i.e. on either 
side of the text on natural abilities adapted here! 

21 Cf. the more specific words èv t Movo£og Dio at Str. 1.152.2. 
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101.1, the entire sequence of which is determined by large-scale (but 
wholly unacknowledged) borrowings from Philo’s treatise De virtu- 
tibus.?? Is Clement indirectly making amends by naming Philo after 
the event in the expectation that the attentive reader will make the 
connection? 

The question to be answered, therefore, is whether there is any 
connection between what we just called the ‘erudite literary allusion’ 
and the theme of the passage, i.e. the Platonic telos. At this point we 
should take into account an acute observation made by Dietmar 
Wyrwa in his analysis of Clement’s use of Plato.?? He points out that 
Clement’s mention of the opotwo1c Beg formula is anticipated on 
two occasions earlier in the passage, i.e. at 80.5 and 97.1, and that 
both passages are taken straight from Philo (Virt. 8 and 168). This 
means that ¿f the formula is now attributed to Plato, at the very least 
Clement has implicitly indicated his recognition that Philo's use of 
these phrases has a Platonic (as well as a Mosaic) background.*? It is 
tempting to connect this observation with Clement's description of 
Philo as 'the Pythagorean', even if formally and strictly speaking 
there is no connection between the statement on Plato and the 
reference to Philo. Whether this interpretation is legitimate has yet 
to be seen. 


The text at Str. 1.72.4 


The context here is less illuminating, and can be dealt with quickly. 
In this section?? Clement discusses the relationship between Greek 
and barbarian philosophy. He argues that (1) many of the first 
Greek philosophers (e.g. Pythagoras and Thales) were barbarians 
anyway, (2) Plato recognizes the contribution of barbarian philo- 
sophers, (3) many of the Greek philosophers studied with or learnt 
from barbarian philosophers, and (4) philosophy flourished among 
the barbarian races before it reached the Greeks. The section ends 
with a long series of witnesses. The first two are 'Philo the Pythag- 
orean’ and 'Aristobulus [6] the Peripatetic’, i.e. our text. Thereafter 


22 See the lists at A. Méhat, Études sur les ‘Stromates’ de Clement d'Alexandrie, 
Patristica Sorbonensia 7 (Paris 1966) 238, Van den Hoek op. cit. (n. 3) 71-72. 
23 Op. cit. (n. 17) 144. 
A very similar procedure occurs at Str. 5.73, as I pointed out in op. cit. (n. 1) 
147. 
25 I take section XV = 866-73 as a single unit in the argument. 
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Clement cites four Greek sources which support his thesis (Mega- 
sthenes, anonymi, Herodorus, Hermippus). 

There is no text in the extant Philo which explicitly undertakes to 
prove the antiquity of the Jews and the anteriority of their written 
philosophy (i.e. the Law). So Clement’s statement might be taken as 
a rhetorical flourish. In most of his extant writings Philo shows little 
interest in historical details.2° There can, however, be little doubt 
that the apologetic motif would have met with his approval. Wend- 
land’s suggestion that Clement is referring here to a lost section of 
the Hypothetica cannot be proven, but certainly deserves serious 
consideration.?’ 

Why then is Philo given the epithet ‘Pythagorean’ in this context? 
No doubt because it boosts his standing as a witness. There is 
nothing remarkable about a Jew claiming the antiquity of his own 
race. Clement does not bother to tell his reader that Philo is Jewish. 
It does make a difference if he is someone who has an association 
with the Greek philosophical tradition. Philo’s fellow-Alexandrian 
Aristobulus is also given an epithet that indicates a connection with 
a philosophical school. It is apparent that Clement’s use of such 
philosophical epithets needs to be examined in closer detail. 


Epithets indicating connections with philosophical schools in Clement 


Before looking at particular examples, we must first address a 
preliminary question. What do terms such as ‘Pythagorean’ and 
‘Peripatetic’ refer to? Here there is an important distinction that 
needs to be made. 

In the first place such terms will very often indicate membership of 
or affiliation to a philosophical oipesıg, i.e. a philosophical ‘school’ 
or, perhaps better, ‘school of thought’.?® In Clement's time, as is 


26 Cf. my remarks on his use of the celebrated text Tim. 22b on the juvenility of 
the Greeks compared with the Egyptians at op. cit. (n. 15) 77. 

27 ‘Die Therapeuten und die philonische Schrift vom beschaulichen Leben’, 
Jahrbuch für die Philologie Supplbd 22 (1896) 770, cf. 709-715. Van den Hoek op. cit. 
(n. 3) 179 classifies the text as D, i.e. non-dependence on Philo, but this should be 
qualified. 

28 There is no need to document what follows in detail. Particularly influential 
have been the studies of J. Glucker; see esp. his Antiochus and the Late Academy, 
Hypomnemata 56 (Göttingen 1978), esp. 174ff., and ‘Cicero’s Philosophical 
Affiliations’, in J. M. Dillon and A. A. Long (edd.), The Question of “Eclecticism” 
(Berkeley 1988) 34-69 (where he promotes the terms ‘affiliation’ and ‘member- 
ship’). 
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well known, philosophers were generally identified by their 
allegiance to one of the rival ‘schools’ that went back to the earlier 
period of the Greek philosophical tradition. These ‘schools’ scarcely 
existed in the institutional sense to which we are accustomed (al- 
though in Clement’s day there were some municipal chairs for the 
various aipéoeic, and at Athens even an Imperial endowment). 
There was no central body that organized all philosophers who 
called themselves Platonists, but no doubt most Platonists would 
look up to the occupant of the chair of [7] Platonist philosophy in 
Athens.?? One could be a professional representative of such an 
atpeoic. Such were the men whom Justin studied with—first a 
Ztwikög, then a Ilepınarmrırög, then a IIuOoyópetoc, and finally a 
prominent IIAatwvıröc—before he fell in with the old man by the 
sea. One could also be ‘affiliated’ with such a ‘school of thought’ 
without teaching philosophy professionally. Here we think of men 
such as Cicero, who regarded himself as an ‘Academic’, the 'Plato- 
nist’ Plutarch, the ‘Stoic’ Seneca, and so on. Such membership 
could be projected into the distant past, e.g. Empedocles could be 
called ‘the Pythagorean’ because he came from Western Greece, was 
thought to have been a pupil of Pythagoras, and maintained similar 
doctrines (e.g. reincarnation) .30 

It is also possible, however, to use these terms in a different sense, 
to indicate not a membership of or an affiliation to a ‘school of 
thought’, but rather an affinity to the thought of such an aipeoic. One 
can be a ‘Platonist’ if there are elements of Platonic doctrine in 
one’s writings, even if one does not regard oneself as a ‘member’ of 
that school. The distinction between the two usages is necessarily 
somewhat fluid, and cannot always be accurately demarcated. That it 
is real can be illustrated if we now turn to some examples found in 
Clement himself. 

Clement calls various people ‘the Pythagorean’ if, as he thinks, 
they were members of the ancient Pythagorean school, e.g. 
Philolaus, Epicharmus, Athamas, Hippodamus, and so on.?! On two 


?9 On the public position of philosophers in the 2nd century see now J. Hahn, 
Der Philosoph und die Gesellschaft: Selbstverstandnis, öffentliches Auftreten und populare 
Erwartungen in der hohen Kaiserzeit (Stuttgart 1989), on Athens 118ff. 

90 Cf. texts cited at Fragmente der Vorsokratiker 31A11, 82A10 Diels-Kranz, and cf. 
J. Mansfeld, Heresiography in Context: Hippolytus’ Elenchos as a Source for Greek 
Philosophy, Philosophia Antiqua 56 (Leiden 1992), esp. chap. 8. 

31 For the references see the useful overview in the GCS edition of Clement 
(ed. Stählin-Früchtel-Treu), 4.171-172, s.v. Mv8aydpetoc and IToOoyopixóc. 
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occasions Clement calls Numa, King of Rome, a ‘Pythagorean’. The 
one text is in the same chapter as the second of the texts analysed 
above, where it is claimed that Numa learnt from Moses not to allow 
anthropomorphic images of God.?? This information Clement 
derives from Plutarch, who in his biography discusses the possibility 
that Numa was an intimate of Pythagoras at some length.5? We note 
that in this text Clement argues that the Romans were taught in 
secret that it was only possible 'to have contact with the most excel- 
lent principle (€gayao8a1 tod BeAxtotov)' with the mind alone. The 
secrecy is Pythagorean, but the philosophy is pure Platonism. Quite 
different is the case of Pindar. Clement describes him as 'Pythago- 
rean’ on account of the first lines of the sixth Nemead, in which the 
single origin of men and gods is celebrated (i.e. the Pythagorean 
monad).?* But there is no association of the Boeotian Pindar with 
the Pythagorean school.?° Here we have a clear case of ‘affinity of 
thought retrospectively attributed. 

The only ‘modern’ Pythagorean whom Clement mentions as such 
[8] (apart from Philo) is Numenius, in the famous text at Str. 1.150.4 
where he is recorded as contending that Plato is none other than a 
Movofis attixiCwv. The text itself does not tell us very much, but we 
may certainly assume that in Clement's eyes Numenius was a 
member of (or affiliated with) the Pythagorean atpeotc. The more 
difficult question here is what Numenius' relation to the Platonic 
school of thought is. After all the pronouncement concerns Plato, 
not Pythagoras. We shall return to this question below. Strikingly 
Clement, though himself probably trained in a Platonic school 
environment, nowhere describes any philosopher as a ‘Platonist’.36 

As for the term IIepuratntikóc, it furnishes us with two surprises. 


32 Str. 1.71.1, cf. 5.8.4. 

33 See esp. Plut. Numa 1.2—3, and cf. 8.4-10, 14.2-3, 22.34. 

94 Str. 5.102.2. 

35 Cf. for example U. von Wilomowitz-Moellendorff, Pindaros (Berlin 1922) 
25]: ‘Pythagoreisches läßt sich bei Pindar durchaus nichts nachweisen, es sei denn 
die Seelenwanderung, die doch in Hintergrunde bleibt'; also E. Thummer, Die 
Religiosität Pindars (Innsbruck 1957) 121-130, W. Burkert, Greek Religion (Oxford 
1985) 300-301. 

36 The term IIAatovikóc is a late development, emerging towards the end of 
the 1st cent. AD. See Glucker of. cit. (n. 28) 134-137, 206-225; also my 'Philo- 
sophical heresiography: evidence in two recently published inscriptions', Zeitschrift 
für Papyrologie und Epigraphik 72 (1988) 243. Clement also does not use the earlier 
term ‘Axadnpaikdc; instead he speaks of oi èk tfjg 'Akaómuíag in his long 
doxography on the telos at Str. 2.129.8 (the only case). 
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Firstly Aristotle is once somewhat curiously called ‘the Peripatetic’, 
but there is, one supposes, no good reason for excluding him from 
the school that he himself founded.?? Others given the title be- 
longed to the Peripatetic school during Aristotle’s lifetime and the 
subsequent Hellenistic period: Clearchus, Strato, Lyco, Hieronymus, 
Critolaus.3® Nothing unexpected here. The remaining surprise is, of 
course, Philo’s fellow Alexandrian Jew Aristobulus, who is called ‘the 
Peripatetic’ in the very same sentence as Philo is called ‘the 
Pythagorean’. This case requires our closest attention. 


Anstobulus the Peripatetic 


Much ink has been spilt on Aristobulus, chiefly because he is such 
an intriguing figure, about whom we would like to know a lot 
more.?? He is the only one of Philo’s Jewish-Alexandrian prede- 
cessors whom we know by name. If we take him to have flourished in 
the mid-second cent. B.C., then a period of nearly two centuries 
separates them. Clement mentions him four times, of which on two 
occasions as ‘the Peripatetic’. It would appear that Eusebius became 
interested in him through his reading of Clement. Whereas Clement 
cites only short pieces of text, Eusebius gives us four extended 
passages. This means that he must have had access to a copy of 
Aristobulus’ work, an interpretation of the Jewish Law with an 
apologetic orientation. The Eusebian fragments allow a number of 
further unnamed borrowings in Clement to be identified. 
Clement’s designation of Aristobulus as ‘the Peripatetic’ is 


37 Str. 5.88.5 (Clement mentions the title probably in order to emphasize that 
four separate schools regard matter as one of the archai). At Str. 1.63.4 in the 
survey of the successions of the philosophers Aristotle is recorded as having 
founded the nepinatyntixn aiipeoıc. 

38 See the list in the GCS edition of Clement (ed. Stählin-Früchtel-Treu), 
4.163. 

39 The standard work remains by N. Walter, Der Thoraausleger Aristobulos: Unter- 
suchungen zu seinen Fragmenten und zu pseudepigraphischen Resten der judisch-hellenis- 
tischen Literatur, Texte und Untersuchungen 86 (Berlin 1964). Walter appears to 
have succeeded in dispelling the sceptical views of 19th and early 20th century. An 
English translation of the fragments by A. Yarbro Collins is found in J. H. Charles- 
worth, The Old Testament Pseudepigrapha (London 1983-85) 2.837-842. Further 
bibliography is given at E. Schürer, G. Vermes et al., The History of the Jewish people 
in the Age of Jesus Christ, 3 vols. in 4 (Edinburgh 1973-87) 3.587. I have derived 
much profit from an unpublished paper by C. R. Holladay, who is about to 
publish a new edition and commentary. 

40 Lucid overview at Walter, op. cit. 7-9. Presumably a copy was taken by Origen 
to Caesarea, as happened in the case of the Philonic corpus. 
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perhaps even more puzzling that of Philo as ‘the Pythagorean’, for 
the extant fragments clearly disclose the conviction—similar to that 
of Philo—that [9] Greek philosophy is inferior to and indebted to 
Moses. This of course allows a rather eclectic approach. He in fact 
mentions Pythagoras and Plato twice, but Aristotle is not mentioned, 
and the Peripatetics only once. Moreover when discussing the signi- 
ficance of the Sabbath, he clearly indicates that God created the cos- 
mos, a view which is difficult to rhyme with a Peripatetic position.*! 
The following hypotheses have been put forward: 
(a) that the title ‘Peripatetic’ is a deduction from his writings, 
perhaps based on the reference to the otpecig ñ £x Tod repınarov 
in fr. 5, or perhaps based on a more general impression of his 
apologetic motivation;* 
(b) that the title does not refer to a philosophical affiliation at all, 
but rather to a scientific and possibly biographical interest;* 
(c) the very recent suggestion that Aristobulus may have been 
acquainted with the pseudo-Aristotelian work De mundo, and that 
this work is his chief point of reference in his orientation towards 
Greek philosophy, as particularly suggested by his reference to 
the divine dvvaptc.*4 
The assumption of the last two hypotheses is that the title was either 
a self-designation or handed down through the tradition, e.g. that it 
was found in the title of Aristobulus’ book. It is difficult to argue 
against this, for there is no hard evidence either way.*? I assume with 
Walter that the titles are the work of Clement, or at least have con- 
sciously been taken over by him, and so tell us more about his 
perceptions than about the situation three centuries earlier. From 
him they pass onto Eusebius, and then further into the tradition. 


4l Fr. 5 at Eus. Praep. Evang. 13.12.9ff. (which also includes the reference to the 
Peripatetics). The non-literal interpretation of the creation account, which 
anticipates Philo's later interpretation, is not the same as denying creation 
altogether. 

42 Walter op. cit. 12, followed by Holladay (see n. 39 above). 

45 M. Hengel, Judaism and Hellenism: Studies in their Encounter in Palestine during 
the Early Hellenistic Period, - Eng. trans. of German 2nd edition, 1973 (London 
1974) 164 and n. 373; cf. Schürer op. cit. (n. 39) 3.579, where it is suggested that 
he might have even been a member of the Alexandrian museum. 

44 R. Radice, La filosofia di Aristobulo e i suoi nessi con il De Mundo attribuito ad 
Aristotele (Milan 1994), esp. 29 and 73-95. 

45 There is only evidence from silence. The other independent witnesses to 
Aristobulus, the author of 2 Macc. and Bishop Anatolius, say nothing about 
philosophical affiliation, and stress only his Jewishness. 
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Walter’s explanation of the title (i.e. (a) above) is not particularly 
convincing, for it hardly puts Clement’s analysis of Aristobulus’ 
writings in a very favourable light, but we have none better. 

Such hypotheses need not delay us any longer, however, for the 
fragments of Aristobulus himself and their adaptation by Clement 
give us a sufficient clue. Aristobulus actually speaks of his own ‘affi- 
liation’ when he says in fr. 4 that ‘it is confessed by all philosophers 
that one should have holy conceptions concerning the deity, which 
is especially well enjoined by our school of thought (ñ xa0' ñua 
atpeotc)’.46 Aristobulus aligns himself with Jewish philosophers and 
particularly Moses. Clement does not allude to this text, but he does 
cite the passage which according to Eusebius stood a little earlier in 
Aristobulus’ book, that “Plato followed the lawgiving of our tradition 
(th kað’ Hudic [10] vonpo8ecia)’ and that ‘Pythagoras transferred 
much from our tradition (x&v rap’ piv) to his own system of 
thought (Soypatonotta)’.4? Clement cannot possibly have meant that 
Aristobulus was a ‘member of’ or was ‘affiliated with’ the Peripatetic 
school. This is the relationship that he had with his own Jewish 
school of thought. He is called ‘the Peripatetic’ on account of an 
affinity that he had with Peripatetic thought.* Regrettably we are not 
in a position to determine with any certainty what that affinity in 
Clement’s eyes was. 


Philo’s affinity with Pythagoreanism 


This clear result in the case of Aristobulus will encourage us to 
undertake an analogous argument for Philo’s appellation as ‘the 
Pythagorean’. Philo, we may argue, was in Clement’s eyes not a 
member of the Pythagorean hairesis. Such affiliation is reserved 
for his relationship to Moses.*? His writings, however, did reveal 


46 Fr, 4 = Eus. Praep. Evang. 13.12.8. 

47 Str. 1.150.1-3. 

48 | prefer this formulation to that of Walter when he says the term indicates 
Aristobulus' ‘Bildung’ (and draws the parallel with Philo as Pythagorean). 
Clement is not concerned with his education (about which he presumably knows 
nothing), but with the direction of his thought. 

49 Philo himself does not use the phrase ñ otpeotg Tod Movo£oc, but note the 
very common expression ot yvopınor Tod Movo£og (e.g. at Det. 86, Spec. 1.345 etc.), 
the reference to the schools (d15acKaAeia) where Jews devote themselves on the 
sabbath to the acquisition of knowledge, and the description of the Therapeutae 
as having tfjg oipéceog Apynyétar who have shown them the way in allegorical 
exegesis (Contempl. 29). 
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affinities with Pythagorean thought, and this will have encouraged 
the use of the epithet. Philo only mentions Pythagoras or his follow- 
ers explicitly on a limited number of occasions,?? but Clement's 
trained eye will have picked up more themes with a Pythagorean 
origin. What, we may ask, may have induced Clement to regard 
Philo's thought, and thus Philo himself, as Pythagorean? Let us 
review four possibilities. 

(a) A prominent aspect of Philo's biblical exegesis is his heavy use 
of number symbolism or arithmology.?! On a number of occasions 
he specifically refers to Pythagorean number lore when expounding 
biblical numbers such as the monad, the triad and the hebdomad.?2 
Clement takes over this method. There are at least three significant 
texts where he takes over substantial material on arithmology from 
Philo:55 

(i) Str. 2.50—51: on the decad (exeg. Ex. 16:36, cf. Congr. 100-106); 

(ii) Str. 5.93-94: on the six days of creation, cf. Opif 13-14; 

(iii) Str. 6.139-145: on the hebdomad in relation to the 4th 

commandment, cf. esp. Leg. 1.2-20, and also Opif. 89-127. 
Moreover the reference to God as beyond the One and the monad 
at Paed. 1.71.2 recalls similar Philonic formulations at Leg. 2.3, Praem. 
40, QE 2.68 etc.?* The possibility has to be considered, therefore, 
that, when Clement calls Philo 'the Pythagorean', he is specifically 
thinking of this penchant for arithmologizing exegesis, and also of a 
connection with a theology of the ‘One God'.55 

(b) Secondly, we need to ask whether there are any other features 
of [11] Philo's thought that on their own may have been sufficient 


50 Nine references in all: Opif. 100, Leg. 1.15, QG 1.17, 1.99, 3.16, 3.49, 4.8, Prob. 
2, Aet. 12. This is a relatively large number if compared with Philo's practice in the 
case of other Greek philosophers. For example he mentions Plato only 14 times, 
of which half are in Aet. 

1 Best recent treatment in H. R. Moehring, ‘Arithmology as an Exegetical 
Tool in tne Writings of Philo of Alexandria', Society of Biblical Literature Seminar 
Papers 13 (1978) 1.191-229; about to be reprinted in J. P. Kenney (ed.), Moehring 
Memorial Volume (Atlanta 1995). 

52 Opif. 100 and Leg. 1.15 (hebdomad and monad), QG 3.49 (thirty-six), 4.8 
(triad). 

53 On these texts see further Van den Hoek op. cit. (n. 3) 152-160, 196, 205 
(she should have included the last passage in her group of ‘short sequences’ 
instead of among the ‘isolated references’). 

54 J. M. Dillon, The Middle Platonists (London 1977) 156, regards these state- 
ments by Philo as ‘an essentially rhetorical flourish’, but does see a connection 
with the Pythagorizing early Middle Platonist Eudorus. 

55 Cf. also Radice of. cit. (n. 44) 20. 
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for Clement to have labelled Philo ‘the Pythagorean’. Various 
themes come to mind, e.g. Pythagoreanizing esotericism,?5 the goal 
of ethics as ‘following God',?7 even the doctrine of metempsycho- 
sis.?8 It will be agreed, however, that none of these are sufficiently 
important in Philo or sufficiently prominent in Clement’s borrow- 
ings from Philo to explain the epithet. 

(c) The third possibility takes us in an entirely different direction. 
One of the more obvious features of Philo’s writings is their 
extensive use of philosophical material from the so-called ‘Bible of 
the Platonists’, Plato's T?maeus.?? As the passage at Str. 5.93-94 
implicitly shows (Philo's name is not mentioned), Clement was 
perfectly aware of this connection.9? In Clement's day the personage 
of Timaeus was regarded as a Pythagorean (in the dialogue he is 
described at 20a as coming from Locris in Italy). Moreover a Pseudo- 
Pythagorean work, written in Doric and attributed to Timaeus 
Locrus, was in circulation and was regarded as the original from 
which Plato had taken (or even plagiarized) his doctrines.9! Clement 
refers to the figure of Timaeus (Locrus) twice,9? but nowhere does 
he associate him with Pythagoreanism. For this reason we are not 


56 Eg. the injunction ‘not to walk on the highways’, cited by Philo at Prob. 2 
and also referred to by Clement at Str. 5.31.1, which could be taken in an esoteric 
rather than a protreptic sense. At Str. 4.3.1 Clement takes over the Platonic 
language of the greater and lesser mysteries; cf. Philo Sacr. 62 and Van den Hoek 
op. cit. (n. 3) 188. This possible interpretation of the epithet 'Pythagorean' for 
Philo is suggested by Radice, op. cit. (n. 44) 21, who also points to the prominence 
of the ‘contemplative life’ in Pythagorean thought. Note, however, that Pythagoras 
or so n n are not mentioned at all in Philo’s De vita contemplativa. 

57 Cf. Migr. 128-131, Abr. 60, taken over by Clement in Str. 2.69.4, cf. 2.100.4. 
In the former text Clement brings out the connection with Pythagoras more 
clearly than Philo, although he does not mention him by name (tig t&v nap’ 
"EAÀnot cogóv). The latter text follows just a few lines after the mention of Philo 
as the Pythagorean (see the text cited at the beginning of the article). But it would 
be wrong to see a direct connection with the Pythagorean formula £reodaı Deo, 
which Clement does not even mention here, unlike Philo, who refers to it twice at 
AER 128 and 131. 

8 Referred to by Clement at Str. 7.32.8. It is far from clear that Philo subscribes 
to the doctrine of metempsychosis (cf. Runia, op. cit. (n. 15) 346-349), but there 
are a few isolated passages which an interpreter could read in this way if he wished 
(cf. esp. Somn. 1.139). 

59 As investigated at length in my doctoral dissertation cited above in n. 15. 

60 See n. 53. 

61 See Dórrie-Baltes, op. cit (n. 16), texts at 24, commentary 253ff. 

62 Str. 1.166.1, 5.114.4. The second text attributes a passage to Timaeus Locrus, 
but it is not found in the work under his name still extant; cf. W. Marg, Timaeus 
Locrus De natura mundi et animae, Philosophia Antiqua 4 (Leiden 1972) 85ff. 
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justified, I would argue, in concluding that the epithet ‘Pythago- 
rean’ refers to Philo’s fondness for this particular Platonic dialogue. 
(d) The final possibility takes us further along the same path. As 
is well known, during the final century B.C. and the first two centu- 
ries A.D. Platonists and (Neo-)Pythagoreans formed two separate 
aipéoetc, but from the doctrinal point of view there were strong 
connections between them.® Indeed Pythagorean doctrine might 
be described as virtually identical with Platonist philosophy, with the 
addition of special emphases on the role of numbers (esp. in the 
doctrine of first principles) and on the contemplative life (together 
with various practical injunctions). The reason why this was possible 
is clear enough. Plato was regarded as having ‘Pythagorized’, not 
only in the Timaeus, but throughout his entire euvre.9* As the more 
ancient figure Pythagoras was the creative source, but Plato had 
worked out his thought in greater philosophical detail. In practice 
this meant that Pythagoreans could claim Platonist doctrine as an 
integral part of their atpeoic, but had more speculative freedom, 
because they were less tied to the study of Plato's writings.95 The best 
individual example is the philosopher Numenius. As Whittaker 
remarks, 'in spite of his frequent designation as a [12] Pythagorean, 
the content of Numenius' surviving fragments is in the main more 
Platonic than Pythagorean.’6 Turning to Clement, we see that he on 
various occasions associates Pythagoras (or Pythagoreans) and 
Plato.9? He argues that Plato drew the doctrine of the immortality of 
the soul from Pythagoras, and even locates a non-existent Pythago- 
rean in one of Plato's dialogues.95 The suggestion may be made, 


63 The last word has not been said on this question. See the comments of]. 
Whittaker, ‘Platonic Philosophy in the Early Empire’, ANRW 2.36.1 (Berlin-New 
York 1987) 117-121, J. M. Dillon in Dillon and Long, of. cit. (n. 28) 119-125, D. J. 
O'Meara, Pythagoras Revived (Oxford 1989) 9ff. But the question of the ‘institutio- 
nal' relation between the two movements is still far from clear. 

64 Dorrie-Baltes, op. cit. 247, who for the phrase ó MAdtwv rvayopilei refer to 
Aétius 2.6.6 Diels, Numenius fr. 24.57 Des Places, Apuleius Flor. 15. 

65 As noted by Whittaker, art. cit. (n. 63) 120. 

66 Jhid. 119. Cf. also M. Frede, ‘Numenius’, ANRW 2.36.2 (Berlin-New York 
1987) 1047, who says of this case: ‘Jedenfalls is soviel klar, daß der Ausdruck 
‘Pythagoreer’ selbst für einen Platoniker nicht ausschließt, daß es sich bei der 
bezeichneten Person um einen Platoniker handelt...' But his observation that 
mainly Christian authors call Numenius a 'Pythagorean' is a red herring. 

67 Str. 1.68.2, 3.12.1, 5.29.3, 5.58.6, 5.88.1 and 89.5 (with Aristotle as well), 
5.99.3 (with Socrates, citing Aristobulus). 

68 Str. 6.27.2, 1.48.2; on the relation between Pythagoras and Plato in Clement, 
see further Lilla of. cit. (n. 15) 41—45. He points at 43 to the revealing text at 
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therefore, that when Clement calls Philo ‘the Pythagorean’, he is 
indicating that he has recognized not only Pythagorean themes, but 
also the dominant Platonist element in Philo’s thought, for both 
aspects are covered under the single epithet. 


A difficult choice 


We are thus left with two alternative answers to our question. It is 
possible that Clement calls Philo ‘the Pythagorean’ on account of 
the role that arithmology or number-symbolism plays in his thought, 
and especially in his exegesis. It is also possible that the epithet 
refers to the dominant Platonist strain in his thought. Which of 
these alternatives deserves our preference? It might be argued that 
we need not choose, since Clement may have had a plurality of 
reasons.® Nevertheless I think it is useful to determine one's priorr 
ties on this issue, and although certainty cannot be attained on this 
issue, I believe that two arguments support the latter. Firstly, as we 
said earlier, the context of the two texts in which Philo receives this 
designation is apologetic rather than exegetical, i.e. the antiquity of 
the Jews compared with Greek philosophy, and the derivation of the 
Platonic telos-formula from Moses. The second passage is also overtly 
doxographical (in the broad sense of the term), even if the mention 
of Philo strictly speaking refers only to a bon mot." Clement thus has 
more to gain from the statement that Philo was well-acquainted with 
a major direction of Greek thought. A second, admittedly less strong, 
argument is that Clement nowhere uses the term IlAatwvırög in 
order to designate a philosopher. This suggests that he may have 
wanted to avoid the term (for whatever reason), and preferred the 
more dignified title of ITvdaryöpeıog. We thus find ourselves in broad 
agreement with David Winston when he writes:?! ‘It is thus clear that 
the expressikon ‘Pythagorean’ does not preclude one from being 
a Platonist. Clement’s designation of Philo as a ‘Pythagorean’ was 
therefore probably not meant to preclude his being a Platonist, 
but was used [13] only to indicate that both he and Plato had 


Justin Dial. 5.6, where the young Justin, who is studying in a Platonist school (cf. 
2.6) is made to say that Plato and Pythagoras were ‘wise men, who have been a wall 
and a pillar for philosophy’. 

69 As Prof. Eric Osborn points out to me. 

70 See our discussion of the passage earlier in the article. 

71 At The Studia Philonica Annual 5 (1993) 145-6, in response to my article “Was 
Philo a Middle Platonist?’ at tbid. 112-140. 
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‘Pythagorized’.’ My proviso would be, however, that we take ‘Plato- 
nist’ here to indicate affinity to the thought of an haeresis, and not in 
the stronger sense of a membership of or affiliation with such an haeresis 
(or school of thought). For it would be rash to think that Clement 
had overlooked the obvious fact that Philo’s loyalty and devotion 
were primarily, indeed perhaps even exclusively, to the ‘school of 
Moses'.7? 


The attitude behind the title 


There remains a final question to be discussed in relation to the 
epithet that Clement bestows on Philo. We noted at the outset that it 
would be more expected that he name him ‘Philo the Jew (or 
Hebrew)' as an indication of his ethnic and religious provenance. 
Does a negative aspect lie concealed in the epithet 'the Pythago- 
rean', that is to say, negative either towards Philo's Jewish back- 
ground or towards his pagan learning? 

It was suggested nearly a century ago by F. C. Conybeare that 
Clement may have given Philo this title in order to conceal his 
Jewishness:?? 


If we examine the references to Philo made by Christian writers in 
this earlier time, we find that they were rather ashamed to quote 
Philo; or, if not quite that, at least not inclined to regard him as an 
authority, whose approval of an institution should at once command 
its acceptance by Christians. Let us examine a few of these 
references... Clement of Alexandria in his Stromateis alludes to 
Philo as 6 IIoOoyópeoc. Did Christians of the late third century (sic) 
care for the authority of a Pythagorean? 


This approach is not convincing. In fact Clement's writings reveal 
surprisingly little contact with the Jewish community of his day 
(which may not yet have recovered from the terrible events earlier 
in the century), and certainly very little inclination to engage in 
open and direct discussion with them.” Rather we should argue that 


72 On Walter's view that the epithet indicates Philo's ‘philosophische Bildung’ 
see above n. 48. Better is the explanation of D. Wyrwa, op. cit. (n. 17) 85, who 
argues in passing that it means 'die Gefolgschaft in einer philosophischen 
Richtung'. 

73 Philo about the Contemplative Life (Oxford 1895, repr. New York 1987) 328- 
329. His first example (left out in the quote) is Justin, but the works cited are 
pseudonymous. 

74 Cf, my remarks at of. cit. (n. 1) 149-150 (with further references). At Str. 
2.2.1 Clement states that he will use some scripture texts in the hope that 'the Jew 
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both Clement and Origen had on the whole a relatively neutral, or 
even sometimes a selectively favourable attitude to contemporary 
Judaism.’5 It was this ‘window of opportunity’ presented by the 
Alexandrian tradition that was in all likelihood responsible for the 
survival of Philo’s writings in the first place.”© Clement is quite happy 
to point out that Josephus is a Jew.’’ The reason he does not do so 
in the case of Philo is presumably because [14] Philo’s Jewish origin 
is obvious enough, and does not need to be underlined. The very 
first reference to Philo in the Stromateis involves the etymology of a 
biblical name. The reader could be assumed to conclude that Philo 
as an exegete stood in the Judaeo-Christian tradition. If he was not a 
Christian, then he had to be a Jew. 

The title ‘Pythagorean’ does not, therefore, conceal Philo’s 
Jewishness, but highlights an aspect of his thought and writings. Is 
this meant positively or negatively? The answer must surely be the 
former. Philo stands in the Judaeo-Christian tradition, but he is also 
a learned man, as expressed in the title, and in the eyes of the 
‘liberal’ Clement this is a positive feature.’® Admittedly, on one 
occasion Clement associates Pythagoreanism (and Platonism) with 
heresy, namely when he argues that Marcion derives his doctrine of 
the evil nature of matter from that source.?? But, given Clement’s 
comparatively favourable attitude to the Platonist tradition, we are 
not surprised to read a few lines later that the heretic has misrepre- 
sented the original doctrine. Clement’s attitude is brought into clear 
relief when it is compared with that of his younger contemporary 


may hear his words and convert from what he believed to the One in whom he did 
not believe’. As Eric Osborn remarks, ‘ Clement wanted to convert Jews and to do 
it quietly. There was traffic in the opposite direction. Clement attacked Judaisers 
in a separate work (p. 148 in his forthcoming article in Origeniana Sexta).’ But 
according to Eusebius Hist. Eccl. 6.12.3 this work, entitled Kavov ExkAno1aotıkog fj 
IIpóc touc ‘TlovdaiCovtac, was dedicated to Alexander, Bishop of Jerusalem, with 
whom Clement had close contact after his departure from Alexandria, and so may 
be the product of a quite different situation than the Stromateis written a decade or 
more earlier. 

75 On Origen see also N. R. M. De Lange, Origen and the Jews: Studies in Jewish- 
Christian Relations in Third-Century Palestine (Cambridge 1976). 

76 See my conclusions at op. cit. (n. 1) 344-346. 

77 Str. 1.147.2, to my knowledge the only named non-biblical person to be 
called such in his works. 

78 For the title cf. the splendid description of H. Chadwick, Early Christian 
Thought and the Classical Tradition: Studies in Justin, Clement and Origen (Oxford 
1966, 1984?) chap. 2, ‘The Liberal Puritan’. 

79 Str. 3.12-13; on this text see A. Le Boulluec, La notion d’hérésie dans la 
littérature grecque II*—II* siècles, 2 vols. (Paris 1985) 290. 
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Hippolytus, for whom the titles Pythagorean and Platonist easily 
become terms of abuse when brought into connection with heretical 
thought. Having given a summary of Pythagorean and Platonic 
doctrine, the latter states that it was ‘from this, and not from the 
gospels, as we shall demonstrate, that Valentinus drew together his 
hairesis (i.e. alternative mode of thought), and so he should rightly 
be considered a Pythagorean and a Platonist, not a Christian'.9? The 
attitude behind calling someone a ‘Pythagorean’ in this context is 
the opposite to that involved when Clement gives Philo the same 
title. What Clement regards positively, Hippolytus views negatively. 
The same difference is well illustrated by another text, namely the 
Sentences of Sextus. This collection of aphorisms was attributed by 
some to ‘Sextus the Pythagorean’. Jerome in the 4th century strong- 
ly polemicizes against it as the work of ‘a man without Christ and a 
heathen’, arguing that those who read it take over various perni- 
cious Pythagorean doctrines and so ‘drink of the golden cup of 
Babylon'.?! But the work in its Christian form, according to 
Chadwick’s reconstruction of the tradition, was probably compiled 
between 180 and 210 by a writer whose kindred spirit was Clement 
of Alexandria and whose motto might have been Pythagoras saepe 
noster.?? This is close to the spirit in which Clement calls Philo ‘the 
Pythagorean’, whereas Jerome's attitude is a continuation of what we 
found in Hippolytus. [15] 


Later sources 


As noted at the outset two Christian authors subsequent to Clement 
refer to Philo's Pythagoreanism. By way of an epilogue some brief 
comments should be made on these texts. If our interpretation of 
the Clementine title is correct, then it would appear that Eusebius, 
by describing Philo as ‘one who showed zeal for the philosophical 


80 Refutatio 6.29.1: toradın tic... ñ IToOoyópov koi IIAótovoc ovvéotnxe 606a, 
ào’ ng Oba evtivoc, odk And TOV EdayyEAiov, thv octpeotv thv tavtod Gvvayayav, Oç 
émiógiGopev, Sixaiws Ilvdaryopırög koi ITAatovikóc, où Xpituxvóc Aoyıcdein. Note 
how the author both times connects the philosophers with xat, implying that they 
represent the same ‘direction of thought’. On this text and its context see further 
Mansfeld, op. cit. (n. 30) 177-203. Hippolytus takes over this attitude from (his 
teacher?) Irenaeus, cf. Adv. haer. 2.14.6. 

81 Terome Ep. 133.3, cited by H. Chadwick, The Sentences of Sextus (Cambridge 
1959) 190. 

82 Ibid. 160 (with an elegant adaptation of Tertullian's claim Seneca saepe noster, 
De anima 20.1) and passim. 
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discipline of Plato and Pythagoras',9? reveals a perfect understand- 
ing of what Clement will have meant by it. It is uncertain, however, 
whether Eusebius is here deriving his information from Clement’s 
Stromateis. In this text he is embellishing what he read in Josephus, 
where, as we saw earlier,?* Philo is described as ‘not unskilled in 
philosophy’, a passage which the Church historian cites verbatim.® 
But where does he get his extra information from? It is possible that 
he recalled Clement's epithet.®6 It is equally possible that he drew 
on his own reading of Philo in the library of Caesarea.?7 Another 
possibility is that the source that he used for the legend of Philo 
Christianus contained more information on Philo. This source may 
have been the Hypotyposeis, an important work of Clement now most 
regrettably lost.°® The suggestion gains support if we take the other 
later text into consideration. Sozomen too, as we saw, calls Philo 'the 
Pythagorean'. Where did he, heavily indebted to earlier sources as 
he was,®? get his information from? It has been suggested that the 
passage in Eusebius just mentioned was his source.9?? This is possible 
(though why should he choose the school of one philosopher at the 
expense of that of the other, which was in fact more famous?). But 
there is also another possibility. A few pages earlier (1.1.12) 
Sozomen informs his reader that he has written a short account of 
the history of the Church up to the time of Constantine in two 
books, in which one of his sources was 'Clement' (in addition to 
Eusebius). He may mean the Pseudo-Clementina,?! but he may also 
mean Clement of Alexandria, in which case the lost Hypotyposeis 
would again be a candidate, since we know that it contained much 
quasi-historical material on the Apostolic age. It is in any case 


83 See above n. 8 and text thereto. 

84 See above n. 2 and text thereto. 

85 Hist. Eccl. 2.4.8 (description of Philo), 2.5.2-5 (citation of Josephus). 

86 See above n. 9 on his knowledge of the Stromateis. 

87 On which his catalogue of Philo's writings in Hist. Eccl. 2.18 is based. 

88 As I suggest at op. cit. (n. 1) 7. 

89 The extant history shows a great dependence on the earlier work of Socrates 
Ecclesiasticus. Prof. J. Bremmer suggests to me that Sozomen may have concluded 
that Philo was a Pythagorean because he drew a connection between the 
Pythagorean contemplative life and Philo's account of early monasticism (as he 
read it). I do not know if Sozomen was sophisticated enough to be capable of this. 
As mentioned above (n. 56), Philo makes no mention of Pythagoreanism in 
Contempl., but Sozomen most likely had not read this work anyway. 

90 In the note at B. Grillet, G. Sabbah and A.-J. Festugiere, Sozomene Histoire 
Ecclésiastique, SC 308 (Paris 1983) 166. 

91 As argued at ibid. 116. 
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probable that Sozomen’s description of Philo as ‘the Pythagorean’ 
derives from the narrow Alexandrian-Caesarean tradition that we 
have been investigating. 

A final matter of related interest is the bon mot on Philo and Plato 
which began to circulate in the Eastern Church, and which is first 
recorded in Isidore of Pelusium and Jerome, ñ HAatov gılovilen ñ 
Didov nAatwvileı.9? One wonders whether the expression was not 
formulated [16] with half an eye on the well-known dictum that ò 
IIAatov nvOayopier.93 Certainly it was no less true to say from the 
contemporary Platonist point of view that ñ IToOoyópa nAatovitet ñ 
TAdtov mvdaryopißei than it was for Christians to say that ñ IIAatov 
pıAavilen PiAwv nAatovicer. 


Summary of results 


The argument that we have pursued in this article may be summa- 
rized along the following lines. When Clement on two occasions 
calls Philo ‘the Pythagorean’, the epithet is surprising because it 
does not locate him in the Judaeo-Christian tradition where, also for 
Clement (in the light of his borrowings), he primarily belongs. In 
both cases the context, though revealing, does not explain the 
epithet fully. In one of the two passages Philo’s name is coupled with 
that of ‘Aristobulus the Peripatetic’. This second title gives us a vital 
clue, for it can clearly be shown that it must refer not to any kind of 
‘membership of’ or ‘affiliation with’ the Peripatetic school, but 
rather an affinity of thought (even if what this is remains rather 
puzzling). For Clement, therefore, Philo shows an affinity of thought 
with Pythagoreanism. Two plausible explanations can be given for 
what such an affinity might be, more specifically the role that 
arithmology plays in his exegesis, or more generally the dominant 
Platonist strain in his thought (included under the title Pythagorean 
because it was recognized that ‘Plato Pythagorized’). The choice be- 
tween these two explanations is difficult, but we opt for the second. 
Clement is not trying to conceal Philo’s Jewishness. Given his 
relatively ‘liberal’ stance, the title must be seen as a compliment in 
the direction of his Jewish predecessor. This positive attitude is 


92 On this saying see Runia op. cit. (n. 1) 4, 208, 313, 319 (where I argue that 
‘the Greeks’ among whom according to Jerome the proverb circulates are likely to 
be Greek-speaking Church fathers). 

93 On which see above n. 64. 
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important from the historical point of view, for ultimately it lead to 
the survival of Philo’s works through the intermediation of the 
Episcopal Library of Caesarea.?4 


94 My thanks to the editors of this journal, to my colleagues J. Mansfeld and 
A. P. Bos, to Prof. Eric Osborn (Melbourne), and finally to the members of the 
Dutch Patristisch Gezelschap for various constructive remarks, which helped me 
formulate my views with more precision. 

As this article was going to the press Dr. Annewies van den Hoek (Harvard) 
kindly drew my attention to an important text that I had overlooked. Codex 
Baroccianus gr. 142, fol. 216 records a notice in which the fifth-century Church 
historian Philip of Side gives a list of the succession of the heads of the 
Alexandrian catechetical school, beginning with Athenagoras and ending with 
Rhodon. In this list Pantaenus (who is described as Clement’s pupil!) is called an 
Athenian and ‘a Pythagorean philosopher’ (text at G. C. Hansen, Theodoros 
Anagnostes Kirchengeschichte, GCS (Berlin 1971) 160). This statement contradicts 
the report of Eusebius in HE 5.10.2, who says that according to tradition 
Pantaenus had ‘started from the philosophical school of thought (P1A000Y90oG 
&yoyn) of the so-called Stoics’. Philip's statement is too short to interpret with any 
confidence. If it has any factual basis, it can be read in a similar way to my inter- 
pretation of ‘Philo the Pythagorean’, i.e. as referring to an affinity of thought. On 
the other hand, the formulation of Eusebius’ statement suggests it may refer to 
Pantaenus' affiliation before he turned to Christianity. On the notice of Philip see 
now the detailed analysis of B. Pouderon, ‘Le témoignage du codex Baroccianus 
142 sur Athénagore et les origines du Didaskaleion d’Alexandrie’, Archipel Egeen: 
Publication de l'Université de Tours Département d’Etudes Helleniques, faseicule 1, 1992, 
23-63. 
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1. Introduction, 


Since by now—at least in the country hosting this conference—the 
vast majority of scholars have discovered the advantages of working 
with a micro-computer for their scholarly work, allow me to begin 
with an analogy drawn from the realm of computer technology.! 
When a scholar makes use of a word-processing program, he or she 
stands at a considerable remove from the workings of the machine 
itself. Basically the computer ‘understands’ and responds only to 
commands it receives in a sequence of zero’s and one’s, the so-called 
binary machine language. Because such lengthy sequences of numbers 
are extremely cumbersome and awkward to work with, early com- 
puter engineers converted basic sequences into more readable 
codes which programmers could more easily remember and work 
with, the so-called assembly languages. But even these languages 
involve the programmer in far too much routine work, so they in 
turn have been developed into compilers, such as Basic or C, which 
work in something resembling English language, and automatically 
convert the programmer's intentions into the binary language which 
formulates the basic commands to which the machine can respond. 
Through use of such compilers the software developers produce the 
complex software programs which scholars use in their everyday work. 
These programs, which can only be adapted and manipulated to a 


1 For what follows see J. D. Bolter, Turing’s Man: Western Culture in the Computer 
Age (Chapel Hill: The University of North Carolina Press, 1984), esp. 127-132. 
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limited degree, are the final level in a hierarchy which separates the 
user from the electronic processes that take place in his machine. 

Now consider what happens when the average Philonist studies 
the writings and thought of his favourite author. As likely as not, he 
or she will consult a translation in a modern language (Colson’s 
Loeb, Lyon edition, German translation etc.). Hopefully, in the case 
of the first two translations, there will be some consultation of Greek 
text on the facing page. I surmise, however, that it will only occur 
[117] relatively rarely that the scholar turns to the critical edition of 
Cohn-Wendland with its full apparatus criticus. As for the original 
manuscripts of Philo’s writings scattered throughout the libraries of 
Europe, these are virtually inaccessible to our scholar and in normal 
circumstances will never be consulted. Just as in the case of our com- 
puter user, therefore, the Philonist generally stands at a considerable 
remove from the original text of his author. Where the analogy 
breaks down, of course, is in the fact that the computer user can, if 
he really wishes, descend to the actual binary code of the program 
he is using and this code, furthermore, is essentially unambiguous, 
whereas the hapless Philonist can never be certain that his text repre- 
sents the actual words that Philo wrote. This irremoveable constraint 
is due to the fifteen centuries of scribal transmission interposed be- 
tween Philo’s autographs and the first printed editions of his works. 

This paper has been written as a modest contribution to the team 
effort of a group of scholars who are undertaking a fresh examin- 
ation of the relatively neglected Philonic treatise De virtutibus. Its aim 
will be to examine the text of the treatise as it appears in the various 
texts and translations available to the contemporary Philonist. It will 
be important for us to make some judgment on the quality of the 
available text, for, as will become clear in the course of our investi- 
gation, in this area we remain enormously dependent on the efforts 
of previous scholars. 


2. A brief history of the text of De virtutibus 


The Philonic treatise De virtutibus as we generally know it today 
consists of the following parts: 


a. Ilepı &vöpeiag, De fortitudine (On courage) = 81-50 

b. Ilepi qUAavOpontac, De caritate (On humane behaviour) = 851-174 
c. Tepi petavotac, De paenitentia (On repentance) = 8175-186 

d. Tepi ebyeveiac, De nobilitate (On noble birth) = 8187-227. 
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It will perhaps come as a surprise to some readers that the treatise 
was not published in this form until the edition of Cohn in 1906,? 
and that this particular arrangement occurs in only one single 
manuscript. It is in fact primarily a scholarly construct, based on a 
reasoned reconstruction of Philo’s intentions in composing his 
exegetical series which we know as the Exposition of the Law. I shall 
return to the question of the treatise’s contents and title in section 6 
below, where I shall argue that Cohn’s arrangement is most likely 
correct. On this assumption we can follow the treatise’s special 
history (i.e. aside from the more general account of the survival of 
Philo’s writings) in the following stages. 

a. The treatise is extensively cited and adapted in book II of the 
Stromateis of Clement of Alexandria, who must therefore have had 
access to a text of the work in Alexandria,’ in the period before the 
archetype of all our manuscripts was taken to Caesarea as part of the 
library of Origen. The remaining indirect tradition is very limited in 
extent. The treatise is not among those translated into Armenian or 
Latin during the Patristic period. It was neither cited by Eusebius in 
his [118] Praeparatio Evangelica, nor exploited by Ambrose in his exe- 
getical works. Only some brief snippets are found in the Sacra Paral- 
lela of John of Damascus and other Byzantine anthologists.* This in- 
direct tradition will be further discussed below in section 4. 

b. The treatise is well represented in the direct manuscript tradition 
of Philo’s works, which consists of some 120 manuscripts dating 
from the 10th to the 16th centuries. As we noted above, however, it 
is only found once in the reconstructed form with which we are now 
familiar, and even then there are significant differences (see below 
section 3(a)). We shall examine this direct tradition, on which our 
text is primarly based, in greater detail in the following section. 

c. The first printed text of Virt. is found in the editio princeps of 


2 Philonis Alexandrini opera quae supersunt, 6 vols. (Berlin: Georg Reimer, 1896— 
1915) 5.266-335 (we refer to this edition henceforth as C-W). 

3 According to the chronology of A. Mehat, Études sur les ‘Stromates’ de Clément 
d’Alexandrie (Paris: De Seuil, 1966) 42-54, Clement wrote the first six books in 
Alexandria, before leaving for Jerusalem in 203, where he wrote the 7th book. 

* See app. crit. to text in C-W at 89, 117, 177, 188. Note also that 8212-216 is 
found as part of the late Byzantine cento De mundo, which was the first Philonic 
text to be printed (by Aldus Manutius in 1497); cf. C-W 2.vi-x and H. L. Goodhart 
and E. R. Goodenough, A General Bibliography of Philo (New Haven: Yale University 
Press, 1938) 187. This study, which is our chief source of information for the 
manuscripts and early editions and translations of Philo, will henceforth be 
referred to as G-G. 
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Philo published in 1552 by Adrianus Turnebus (1512-1565) .5 The 
treatise is split up into three parts: De caritate is printed after Mos., De 
fortitudine after De iustitia (= Spec 4.136-237), De nobilitate after 
Contempl. The brief section of text De paenitentia is included, but is 
affixed to De caritate without any form of break or title. In his edition 
Turnebus, following the practice of his time, did little more than set 
in print a text based on three (inferior) Parisian manuscripts.? He 
does try to establish an order for the treatises, basing it (not very 
successfully) on Philo's tripartition of the Mosaic writings at Praem. 
1.7 This text forms the basis of the so-called Vulgata reprinted in no 
less than 4 editions, in each of which the distribution and order of 
the parts of Virt. remain the same. 

d. The first edition of the text of Virt. which can in any sense be 
described as critical is that of Thomas Mangey (1688-1755) in his 
famous edition of Philo's opera omnia published in 1742.? Although 
Mangey did not undertake a complete examination of the manu- 
script tradition, he did recognize the importance of the Seldenianus 
manuscript at Oxford, which he used to improve on the vulgate text. 
His text also contains a large number of emendations based on a 
good knowledge of Greek and a finely developed instinct for Philo- 
nic style.!? The order of his text [119] deviates from Turnebus in that 
he groups together De fortitudine, De caritate, and De paenitentia 
(which for the first time receives its own separate title), placing 
them in their natural position after Spec. IV; De nobilitate however, is 
placed after Praem.!! 


5 Philonis Iudaei in libros Mosis, de mundi opificio, historicos, de legibus. Eiusdem libri 
singulares ex bibliotheca regis (Paris 1552), = G-G no. 391. On the distinguished 
French scholar Turnebus see J. E. Sandys, A History of Classical Scholarship 
(Cambridge 1903-08, repr. New York: Hafner 1967) 2.185-186. 

6 Cf. C-W LIxxi, GG 147, 187-188. 

7 Cf. C-W ibid. 

8 Editions: Geneva 1613 (= G-G no. 398), Paris 1640 (= G-G no. 402) Frankfurt 
1691 (= G-G no. 402), Frankfurt 1729. The last edition is not mentioned by G-G, 
but is referred to at C-W 1.Ixxiv. A copy of this edition is in my possession. It is of 
interest because it adds a notice from the Bibliotheca Graeca of the encyclopedist 
J. A. Fabricius (1705-28), which remarks on the differing title of Virt. in the 
Bodleian manuscript (= ms. S). From 1613 onwards a Latin translation by S. 
Gelenius (first published in 1554, = G-G 451) is printed beside the Greek. 

9 Philonis Judaei opera quae reperiri botuerunt omnia... 2 vols. (London 1742), GG 
no. 404. On Mangey, a famous English divine, see Dictionary of National Biography 
(London 1921-22) 12.916. 

10 Many of these problematic texts are discussed in critical footnotes at the 
bottom of the page, which take the place of an apparatus criticus. 

Il Hence the jump in marginal references to Mangey at C-W 5.324. 
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e. We now come to a rather curious episode. In 1816 the famous 
* classical scholar and prelate A. Mai published a text of De virtute eius- 
que partibus which he claimed to have discovered and places among 
various scripta inedita.!* It soon emerged, however, that the treatise 
was neither Philonic nor an ineditum, but was rather the (already 
published) work of the late Byzantine humanist, Gemistus Plethon,!? 
as Mai himself had to admit in 1818.!4 
f. The definitive critical edition of Virt. was published in 1906 by 
Leopold Cohn (1856-1915) as part of the great editio maior of all 
Philo’s surviving Greek works prepared by him in collaboration with 
Paul Wendland (1864-1915).!5 This edition is based on a critical 
comparison of virtually all extant manuscripts, and has formed the 
basis of all further work on the treatise since the time of its 
publication. Important ground-work for the edition was laid by 
Wendland in an article on Philo and Clement of Alexandria.!6 
Wendland argued that De nobilitate should be appended to De 
paenitentia, which was the sequence adopted by Cohn in his edition!” 
and has been standard ever since. The motivations of the editor in 
choosing his text are further illuminated by an article on problems 
in the text!? and by his translation of the treatise that forms part of 
the German translation of Philo.!? We shall examine the principles 


12 De Philonis Iudaei et Eusebii Pamphilo scriptis ineditis... dissertatio (Milan 1816), 
Philonis Iudaei de virtute eisusque partibus... (Milan 1816). Cf. G-G nos. 410-411, 
where full titles are given (non vidi). 

15 Note that two Italian translations appeared in 1817, as reported by G-G nos. 
504—505 (non vidi). The title of the second as reported by G-G already expresses 
doubt as to whether the work is by Philo or by Plethon. 

14 The episode is briefly referred to by E. Schürer, Geschichte des jüdischen Volkes 
im Zeitalter Jesu Christi (Leipzig: J. C. Hinrichs, 1909*) 3.678 n. 11. 

15 C-W (see above n. 2) = G-G no. 431. Text of Virt. at 5.266-335. The two men, 
the one a Jew, the other the son of a pietistic Lutheran minister, were personal 
friends. In 1887, at the suggestion of H. Diels, the Prussian Academy of Sciences 
announced a prize for an edition of Philo's Opif. Both men submitted an entry, 
and both received the prize, the contest thus becoming the starting-point of their 
joint edition. Both died rather young, within three months of each other, but 
their great work was as good as finished. See further the necrology of Wendland 
by M. Pohlenz, Neue Jahrbücher für das klassische Altertum 19 (1916) 57—75, and the 
notice on Cohn in Encyclopedia Judaica (New York: Macmillan, 1971) 5.691. 

16 P, Wendland, 'Philo und Clemens Alexandrinus', Hermes 31 (1896) 435—456. 

17 Even though the co-editors wanted to change the order of Mangey's edition 
as little as possible; cf. C-W 5.xxviii. 

18 L. Cohn, ‘Neue Beiträge zur Textgeschichte und Kritik der philonischen 
Schriften’, Hermes 43 (1908) 177-219, esp. 210-215. 

19 Philo von Alexandria: Die Werke in deutscher Übersetzung, herausgegeben von L. 
Cohn, vol. 2 (Breslau: M. und H. Marcus 1910; repr. Berlin: De Gruyter 1962) 
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on which Cohn’s edition is based at greater length in sections 3 and 
5 of this paper. 

g. Finally we should mention more recent printings of the Greek 
text of Virt. In his English translation of Philo published in the Loeb 
Classical Library, F. H. Colson (1857-1943) basically follows the text 
of Cohn, giving only a handful of [120] important manuscript 
variants in a limited apparatus criticus.?? But it is clear from his 
copious and most invaluable notes that Colson, who had a superb 
knowledge of Philo’s Greek,?! critically examined the text while 
making his translation, also comparing it with Cohn’s own transla- 
tion. In his preface Colson states:?? 


I have been startled by the number of times in which I find myself in 
disagreement with him [Cohn], a disagreement extending beyond 
the translation to the text particularly in the cases where he seems to 
me to have printed unjustified emendations. Though it may some- 
times seem disputatious, I have felt bound to record in the footnotes 
or appendix my reasons for differing from him, as what is only due 
to so high an authority. 


By way of contrast, the volume devoted to Virt. in the French Lyon 
edition is a very mediocre piece of work.?? It prints Cohn’s text and 
makes one or two isolated comments on it, but is of no value for the 
study of the Greek text whatsoever. 


3. The extent and quality of the manuscript tradition 


The direct manuscript tradition of Philo’s writings (from which we 
exclude excerpts in the Florilegia and Catenae) is extremely rich, 
consisting of more than 120 manuscripts. As the result of their 
extensive investigations Cohn and Wendland divided this mass into 
some 20 families, each of which have a single manuscript as chief 


313-377. 

20 Philo in Ten Volumes, with an English Translation by F. H. Colson, Loeb Classical 
Library, volume 8 (London: Heinemann, Cambridge Mass.: Harvard University 
Press, 1939) 157-305. On Colson, a Cambridge-trained classicist and headmaster, 
see further Who was Who 1941-1950 (London: A. & C. Black, 1952) 240. 

21 Of Colson the then editor of the Loeb Classical Library W. H. D. Rouse 
(Philo in Ten Volumes 10.vii) wrote: ‘a translator more careful and more competent 
I never worked with’. 

22 Colson, Philo 8.vii. 

23 Les (Euvres de Philon d’Alexandrie, vol. 26, De virtutibus, introduction et notes 
de R. Arnaldez, traduction de P. Delobre, M. R. Servel, A. M. Verilhac (Paris: 
Editions du CERF, 1962). 
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progenitor.*4 The text of our treatise is fairly well represented in the 
manuscripts. There are, however, considerable complexities in- 
volved in collecting and assessing this evidence. This is caused by the 
fact, already noted above, that the treatise is divided into four 
sections, and these are scattered in various configurations through- 
out the manuscript tradition. The following table indicates the 
locations of the various parts in the manuscripts, which are listed in 
chronological order. 


Table 1: manuscripts relevant to the text of De virtutibus 


ms. name /location G-G date contents 


S Oxon. Seldenianus 12 107 10-11 1-227 

C Parisinus gr. 435 49 11 51-186, 195-7 

V Vindonensis suppl. gr.50 113 12 1-50 

B Venetus gr. 42 43 12 1-50 

E Oxon. Lincolniensis 43 76 12-13 1-50 [121] 

A. Monacensis gr. 459 35 13 1-50, 51-181 

M?5 Laurentianus plut. X,20 100 13 1-50 

P Petropolitanus XX À 21 104 18-14 51-174, 1-50, 187-227 

R Parisinus gr. 1630 106 14 175-177 (extract only) 

O Laurentianus plut. X,23 102 14 1-50 

K Laur. conv. soppr. 59 96 14 1-46 

H Venetus gr. 40 84 14 51-181, 1—50, 187-227 

G Vaticano-Palatinus gr. 248 83 14-1525 51-181 (= Gl), 1-50, 
51-174, 187-227 (= G?) 


N Neapolitanus II C 32 101 15 187-227 
F Laur. plut. LXXXV.10 80 15-16 1-50, 51-181, 187-225?? 
L Parisinus gr. 433 99 16 51-181, 1-50, 187-227 


A second table shows how the various parts of the treatise are 
recorded in the chief manuscripts (again presented in order of age). 


24 See the analysis in C-W 1.iv-Ix and the lucidly presented overview in GG 
139-153. Only in the case of family F is an another manuscript in the same family 
of any importance (see n. 24 below). There is a large variation in the number of 
manuscripts in a family. Some ‘families’ are represented by a single manuscript. 

25 At one time Mediceus, hence the abbeviation. 

26 According to C-W 1.xxxiv 14th century, G-G 147 14-15th century. 

27 For the missing section at the end Cohn used the twin of this manuscript 
Vaticanus gr. 379 (=G-G 81) 
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Table 2: record of various parts of De virtutibus in the manuscripts 


IIepi &vdpetac (81-50) SAMPHGF 

V B E O K (joined to Mos.) 
IIepi piAavOparniac (851-174) SCAPHG! GFL 
IIepi ueravoiog (8175-186) SCG? 

A P H G! F (break off at S181) 
IIepi eùyeveiaç (8187-227) SG?PHF 

C (only 8195-7), F (8187-225) 


Of these various manuscripts a number are of special interest. 

(a) The only manuscript to contain the treatise in the form close to 
the way we know it is S. This manuscript, which only contains the 
text of Spec. 3.37-209, Spec. IV and Virt., is among the very oldest 
Philonic manuscripts we possess.*8 Although the order of the parts 
corresponds to the text presented by Cohn, it differs in the headings 
that it gives, not only for these four parts, but also additionally for a 
large number of subordinate sections of the treatise.?? The text that 
it offers differs on countless occasions from what is found in all 
other manuscripts of Philo. These differences will occupy us at some 
length below, but now already we can say that many of these 
readings are without doubt authentic and correct, but that there are 
also quite a number of very silly readings and patent errors. A 
further striking feature of the manuscript is that at the end of Virt. it 
contains an incomplete commentary on Philo's views on the Decad 
of 12 folio pages in length (damaged at the end), which includes 
much Pythagoreanizing arithmological material.? [122] 

(b) The manuscript A, which is one of the fullest and most impor- 
tant Philonic manuscripts, contains especially for 81-50 a number of 
independent and generally excellent readings.?! 


28 On this manuscript see L. Cohn, ‘Die Philo-Handschriften in Oxford und 
Paris’, Philologus 51 (1892) 266-270. On p. 267 he claims that it is by far the oldest 
of Philonic manuscripts. But the palimpsest Vaticanus fr. 316 which he discovered 
later is probably older (cf. G-G 150; this manuscript does not contain material 
from Virt.). 

29 Cf. app. ad 81, 82, 88, 90, 95, 97, 102, 105, 109, 116, 125, 134 (nota bene), 
145, 148, 

30 Cohn ‘Philo-Handschriften’ 269f. publishes the first dozen lines. To my 
knowledge the remainder is as yet unpublished. One wonders what Philonic 
material the commentary is based on (did the author have access to De numeris?). 
The fragment published by Cohn includes a definition of number drawn from 
Nichomachus of Gerasa (2nd century AD), so this part at least is not authentically 
Philonic. 

31 Cf, Cohn, ‘Neue Beiträge’ (n. 18) 211. 
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(c) V is not the famous Viennese codex derived from the Caesarean 
archetype (which only contains the first half of Opif.).5? It is an 
unrelated 12th century manuscript containing Mos. I-III,?? Virt. 1- 
50, Jos. This particular placement of IIepi ävöpeiac, which gives a 
eulogy of certain themes in the Mosaic Law, is also found in the 
manuscripts B E K O. The text of these five manuscripts show many 
convergences for this section. 

The manuscript evidence on our treatise is, therefore, fairly 
copious but rather chaotically preserved. Although Cohn and 
Wendland can show that all the evidence in the Greek medieval 
manuscripts derives from the copies of Philo's works in the 
Caesarean library, it proved difficult for them to produce anything 
like a stemma codicum which shows the interrelation between the 
more important manuscripts. In his edition of Opif. Cohn divides 
the manuscript tradition into two distinct families, besides which 
some single manuscripts are placed,?* but in the editio maior this idea 
is not further pursued,?® and in the specific introduction to the 
treatise Virt. a stemmatic analysis of the manuscript tradition is not 
mentioned at all. 

The only other research into the manuscript tradition which is at 
all comprehensive was carried out by Barthélemy in 1967.56 He 
looked above all at two aspects of the evidence. Firstly he observed 
that certain passages in Philo's writings had been 'retouched' by an 
interpolator, who was certainly Jewish, and possibly can be identified 
with the Rabbi Hoshai'a who was the friend of Origen. Remarkably, 
the only treatise in which he finds this occurring outside the 
Allegorical Commentary is Virt. He notes that in manuscript G at 
S66 and 69 the name ’Incoög has been changed to Tooob$a in 


32 On this codex and its ‘cross’ recording EdCotog énioxonos év oopatíotg 
&v£Ocaco see C-W 1 iii, J. Morris, “The Jewish philosopher Philo', in E. Schürer, 
The History of the Jewish People in the Age of Jesus Christ, revised and edited by C. 
Vermes et al. (Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1973-87) 3.822. 

33 Mos. is always divided into three books in the manuscripts, but this is wrong 
as Virt. 52 shows. 

34 See the stemma at L. Cohn, Philonis Alexandrini libellus De opificio mundi 
(Breslau: G. Koebner, 1889) xxi; also a similar attempt at F. C. Conybeare, Philo 
About the Contemplative Life (Oxford: Clarendon Press 1895) 21. 

35 Cf. the section De codicum auctoritate at C-W 1.xxxvii-xli. 

36 D. Barthélemy, ‘Est-ce Hoshaya Rabba qui censura le ‘Commentaire 
Allégorique'? A partir des retouches faites aux citations bibliques, étude sur la 
tradition textuelle du Commentaire Allégorique de Philon', in Philon d'Alexandrie: 
Lyon 11—15 Septembre 1966; colloques nationaux du Centre National de la Recherche 
Scientifique (Paris 1967) 45—78. 
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conformity with the Hebraizing Aquilan translation of the Penta- 
teuch.37 The reason why a Jew should wish to do this in a Christian 
setting is obvious. Moreover at $184 it is very likely that the biblical 
text of Deut. 26:17 has been altered (this passage will be further 
discussed at some length in section 4 below) .38 Secondly Barthélemy 
examined the order of the various treatises in the different manu- 
scripts. Combining these two criteria he concludes that there were 
[123] two editions of the Allegorical Commentary made at Caesarea. 
The first, consisting of two sections (a-ß) was tampered with by the 
unknown ‘retoucher’. The second (œ) was left untouched. The text 
of Virt., he claims, formed the hinge between the two sections a-ß, 
the part Ilept evyevetag coming either at the end of a or at the 
beginning of B. This conclusion is based on the fact that IIepi 
evyevetac follows on Conf. in the manuscripts F and N, and precedes 
Fug. in G.?? In fact Barthélemy’s own table shows that the parts of 
Virt. are far more often surrounded by works from the Exposition of 
the Law (including Mos.) than the Allegorical Commentary. Never- 
theless the same grouping with allegorical treatises occurs in the 
Athenian palimpsest about to be discussed, and, more significantly, 
also in the list of writings given by Eusebius.* It may be concluded, 
therefore, that very early on, in one line of transmission at least, Virt. 
became separated from its place in the Exposition of Law. But this is 
not a fact of great importance for our investigation. 

Finally it may be asked whether Cohn omitted to consult or was 
unaware of any important manuscript evidence in the preparation 
of his text. The manuscripts recorded by G-G as not known to C-W 
contain nothing of importance. Of more interest is a palimpsest, 
Atheniensis Bibl. Nat. 880. In 1961 P. J. Alexander discovered that 
underneath the writing of 13th century Byzantine liturgical text was 
an older text containing a collection of Philonic treatises, namely 
Sacr. Det. Post. Gig. Deus, Agr. Ebr. Sobr. Conf. Somn. I, Virt.*! The ink 


37 Barthélemy, ‘Hoshaya Rabba’ 47, 57. 

38 Barthélemy, ‘Hoshaya Rabba’ 50, 53; but the passage is not directly ad- 
dressed. 

39 See Barthélemy, ‘Hoshaya Rabba’ 64, and the table at 63. 

40 HE 2.18.2, with the sequence Agr. Ebr. Sobr. Conf. Fug. Congr. Her. Virt. Tlepi 
OwÜnxàv Migr. Gig.-Deus Somn. 

41 See the description by P. J. Alexander, ‘A Neglected Palimpsest of Philo 
Judaeus: Preliminary Remarks editorum in usum', in K. Treu (ed.), Studia Codico- 
logica, Texte und Untersuchungen 124 (Berlin: Akademie Verlag, 1977) 1-15 
(contents of manuscript on 13-15). 
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had been washed off the original manuscript and the folios had 
been divided in half, so that the original text is not only completely 
jumbled, but also partly inaccessible on account of the binding of 
the renewed manuscript. Through a detailed examination of the 
writing Alexander argues that the original manuscript is to be dated 
to between 965-1000, which would make it one of the very oldest 
Philonic manuscripts.*? For our purposes we note that it contains 
the text of Virt. 175-188, 202-215, 221-227 scattered over no less 
than 22 pages of the renewed manuscript.*? This means that most 
likely it contained only De paenitate and De nobilitate. We note further 
that it does not contain any lost parts of the Philonic corpus. 
Alexander concludes by expressing the hope that the manuscript 
will be rearranged in order to expose the Philonic material com- 
pletely and then thoroughly collated. It could then be taken into 
account in a new edition of Philo.** 

The papyri evidence on Philo’s writings unfortunately contains 
no textual material from Virt. It has been suggested, however, that at 
least one papyrus fragment may derive from a missing part of the 
treatise. We return to this question below in section 6. [124] 


4. The value of the indtrect tradition 


In his apparatus testimoniorum Cohn rightly points out a large 
number of passages in Josephus’ description of the Mosaic norteia 
in Ant. 4.196-302 which are reminiscent of Philo’s treatment in Virt. 
These are not close enough to prove direct usage, and are of no 
value for textual purposes.* 

Of quite inestimable value, however, is the witness of Clement of 
Alexandria to our text. In book II, 878-100, Clement makes an 
extensive and quite fascinating use of Virt. in order to expound the 


42 See above n. 28. 

43 On the basis of spot checks Alexander finds the text closest to U (Vaticanus 
gr. 381, = GG 110; does not contain Virt.) and F. The similarity with the contents 
of F given by Barthélemy, ‘Hoshaya Rabba’ 64, is striking. 

44 Alexander, ‘Palimpsest’ 11; especially for Post. which is elsewhere only found 
in U. 

45 Only in the following passages might one be tempted to recognize verbal 
reminiscence (ignoring parallels caused by reference to the LXX text): §28-30, cf. 
4.998 tovcs TE vewoti Semapévone oixiac, pvtedvoavtac, 100m, anoAavow; 896, cf. 
4.274 kat’ èpnuiav rAavopévorc; 8115, cf. 4.259 gundnoOeic tis Eridvniac. These 
similarities could be explained through coincidence, or just possibly long-distance 
reminiscence. 
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virtues of the Mosaic legislation. The borrowing is unacknowledged, 
and from our modern perspective Clement might stand accused of 
plagiarism, were it not that right at the end he refers to Philo in con- 
nection with another passage as ó IIvdaryöpeıog PiAwv ta Movoews 
e€nyovpevoc.*6 This extended passage has been recently studied in 
depth by Van den Hoek in her study on Clement's use of Philo, but, 
although she is very alert to the numerous changes and adaptations 
that Clement makes, textual questions fall completely outside the 
scope of her study.?’ As she aptly notes, Clement’s method can be 
described as a ‘cut and paste technique’, for he continually takes 
small pieces of Philonic material, adapts them to his own language 
and train of thought, and interweaves them into the text.*? What we 
have, therefore, is a rather free paraphrase, with only a limited 
number of phrases taken word-for-word from Philo’s text. But, be- 
cause we still possess that original text, it is still on many occasions 
possible to discern the original text that Clement had in front of 
him when he made his adaptation. And this means that we have 
partial access to the Philonic text at only a century and a half’s 
remove from the original autograph, at least a generation before the 
archetype of our textual tradition was taken to Caesarea by Origen. 
Clement’s usage was noted by Mangey, but the first scholar to 
exploit its importance was Wendland, who devoted an entire article 
to the question.’ 

There are about 40 instances in which Clement’s text can be 
related to significant variants in the textual tradition. First we should 
note a number of striking examples in which Clement supports the 
reading of S against the remainder of the manuscript tradition: 


(a) 8106: the words based on the biblical text 611 napoıKog EyEvov Kat’ Atyurtov 
are found in Clement 88.2 and added in the margin of S, but are omitted in 
all other mss. 

(b) 8109: S tag EAenöAcıg E—~iotavtes (cf. Spec. 3.87, 4.222), Clement 88.3 toig 
TELXEDLV EQEOTOTEC Ao &Aelv thv NOALW netpápevor, other mss. toic MOAECIW 
epiotavtec vel sim. [125] 


46 Str. 2.100.3; the reference is puzzling because the words attributed to Philo 
are nowhere found in his extant works. 

47 A. van den Hoek, Clement of Alexandria and his Use of Philo in the Stromateis: an 
Early Christian Reshaping of a Jewish Model, Supplements to Vigiliae Christianae 3 
(Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1988) 68-115. For a useful overview of Clement's borrowings 
see 71-72. The investigation is wholly based on comparison of the texts of C-W for 
Philo and Stählin-Früchtel for Clement. 

48 Van den Hoek, Clement 73. 

49 Wendland, ‘Philo und Clemens’ (n. 16). 
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(c) 8111: S and Clement 89.1 tpiyac, other mss. yaitac. 

(d) 8118: S and Clement 90.2 Enetaı, “yetar G, d1éEe101 C, OvéGeun others (!). 

(e) 8134: S GAAO xi8no1 Sidctaypa ovyyevèç toic mpotépotc, dnayopevov fiuépo tfj 

adt ovykatabvew untépa Kai Eyyovov; Clement 93.2 naAıv ad 6 xphooc 
vópoc Anaryopeder HEPA TH aco tfj ovyKatabdew Eryovov Kai untepa; G &AAO 
ti0no1 Siatayua ovyyevéc toig mpotépoic ph Koatadveıv po. untepa Kai 
Eyyovov; AP GAAo tiOno1 óiz&xotyue ouyygvëç toic KataBdetv ToAußcı untepa 
Kal Eyyovov; FL &AXo ti0no1 Sidtaypa ovyyevés toic Katadbeıv untepa Kai 
Eyyovov &O£Aovo1. 
It must be conceded that these cases are rather remarkable, and 
they led Wendland to the conclusion that S should be given the pre- 
ference over the readings of other manuscripts in all cases where 
there are no other grounds for decision.?? It might be suspected, 
especially on the basis of the marginal notation in (a) that we have 
here a case of contamination, i.e. that S's text has been altered from 
Clement. But given the extreme paucity of the Clementine trans- 
mission (only a single manuscript survives), this possibility must be 
ruled out. 

On the other hand, Wendland's injunction fails to take into 
account the fact that on a large number of other—admittedly less 
spectacular—occasions, Clement agrees with other Philonic manu- 
scripts against S. Again we give some examples: 

(f) Clement 78.2 aitıov, 834 deleted by S, retained by all other mss. 

(g) Clement 81.1 àvevõeèç tò ÜOetov, 89 6 nev Beog avenideng SAVE etc., 

avevödeng BEKM. 

(h) Clement 81.3 avadAapBavew, 818 S aAAa AopBavev, other mss. as 

Clement. 

(i) Clement 90.1 ätuntov, 890 S &untov, CG &tuntov, AHP atipntov. 

(j) Clement 94.1 biblical quote beginning with àÀA', 8142 deleted in SC, 

retained in G (cf. &ÀXo in remaining mss.). 

(k) Clement 95.1 téve &Q, 8150 S dnotépvet £q, other mss. as Clement. 


(1) Clement 95.2 rapa Aaotávov kón thv adénow, 8156 S napavaßAactavn 
nv adEnv KwWADOV, other mss. napaBAaotavy thv o08n6o1v KwADOV vel sim. 


In examples (j) and (I)?! Cohn chooses for S against the combined 
evidence of Clement and the other manuscripts, which is surely dub- 
ious from the methodological point of view. Also the emendation 


50 Wendland, ‘Philo und Clemens’ 456: ‘An Stellen, wo innere Gründe die 
Auswahl unter den Lesarten nicht bestimmen, könnten wir leicht geneigt sein, die 
weit überwiegende Zahl der Zeugen vor S zu bevorzugen. Indem auch an solchen 
Stellen das Zeugniss des Clem. zu hinzutreten ist, ergiebt sich der Schluss, dass 
überhaupt in allen solchen neutralen Fällen S der Vorrang gebührt, dass die 
Lesart von S, wo keine inneren Gründe gegen sie sprechen, stets als die richtige 
vorauszusetzen ist.’ 

51 For napavapAactavy, but not adénv . 
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QUavOparws óo (koi orparnyırac) at 828 based on Clement's text 
is unpersuasive.?? [126] 

These various textual differences may seem to the observer rather 
trivial, and not of great importance for our understanding of the 
contents of Philo's work. But this is certainly not always the case, as 
can be shown from my final Clementine example. 

At Str. 2.98.2 Clement writes: 


KAADG otv Exi TOV LETAVOODVTWV eipntat TO AdyLOV ékeivo: «tòv Beòv etÀov 
ońuepov eivai cov Bedv, koi kóptoc EIÄETO og ońpepov yevécOon Xaov abt.» TOV 
yàp oneddovra Hepanedeiv tò öv tkétnv övta &&orkeiodtan ó Beöc. (Excellently, 
therefore, has this saying been said of the penitents: 'You chose God today to 
be your God, and the Lord chose you today to become his people.' For the one 
who hastens to serve the Existent and is a suppliant God makes his own.) 


These words are derived in large part from the passage in IIepi peta- 
vota at $184 (I add the relevant manuscript variants): 


O0ev ed xoi ovupovas toic eipnuevorg £xprio0n tò Aöyıov Exeivo: «tov Bedv eov 
ofjuepov eivai cot Bedv, kai kópiog EiAATO GE ońpepov yevécBar Aaóv adtH» 
(Deut. 26:17-18). nayKaAn ye tis aipécews ñ avtidooic, oneddovtos &vOponov 
nev Bepanevderv tò öv, Oeod è àvunepÜétoc E&oıkeriododaı tov ixétnv. xoi 
npoanavrav tQ BovAnnarı tod yvnotog Kai dvoßwg ióvtog Eni thv Bepanesiav 
avtod. (Whence well and in full accordance with these words that saying has 
been pronounced: ‘You chose God today to be your God, and the Lord chose 
you today to become his people.' For the one who hastens to serve the Existent 
and is a suppliant God makes his own.' Truly excellent is the reciprocation of 
the choice, when man hastens to serve the Existent, while God hastens without 
delay to make the suppliant his own and to anticipate the desire of him who 
genuinely and unfeignedly proceeds to his service.) 

Variae lectiones 

1.1: tov Bedv S, tov Kdpiov CG; Eidov S, avtnAAdéw C, avınAdadaro G 

1.2: Bedv S, eic Bedv CG; etAato S, &vtnAAGEato CG; adtod S, adt@ CG 

1.3: diaipécews S, aipéoews CG 1.4: tò öv S, Beóv C, Bew G 


The differences here are very considerable indeed, and require 
some kind of special explanation. In all the significant variants S is 
supported by Clement against the other manuscripts. The variation 
in the biblical text immediately points to the interposition of the 
Aquilan translation, as postulated by Barthélemy, and indeed the 
verb avtaAAaoow is attested for Aquila in Deut. 26:17.53 Two other 


52 Cf. the long note by Colson at Philo 8.178f. who suggests, adducing Spec. 
2.183, that the manuscripts reading q1AavOponiav opod is the result of an 
incorrect word division and should read p1AavOpwnia vouov (the suggestion is 
described as brilliant by A. D. Nock in his review at CR 54 (1940) 170). Only the 
manuscript A reads gtAavOpanus. 

53 Cf. J. Reider, An Index to Aquila (Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1966) 22. For Barthélemy's 
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variants in the biblical text may reflect the Aquilan translation: (a) 
the replacement of Beöv by kópiov at the beginning of 26:17 (since 
the MT reads two different divine names in this portion of text);54 
(b) the reading eic Beöv for the second Beöv in 26:17.55 But there is 
more. Going beyond the cited biblical text we find that Philo's 
description of man as suppliant (ikétng) serving tò öv (cf. the 
famous description at Contempl. 2) has been changed to Oeóv in the 
same manuscripts that contain the Aquilan variants. The change is 
most likely motivated by unease at Philo's blatantly philosophical de- 
scription of God in terms of Platonic being, a discomfort that 
Clement does not share.?° The suggestion supports Barthélemy's 
theory of a Jewish-Rabbinic tamperer, although obviously other 
explanations [127] are possible.” This passage, therefore, discloses 
various interesting facets of the transmission of Philo's writings. But 
they can only be discovered by those who care to look at the variants 
tucked away in Cohn's apparatus.?® 

The indirect tradition, as witnessed by Clement, is also of import- 
ance for the vexed question of the original structure and contents of 
the treatise. We shall return to this subject in section 6 of our paper. 

Regrettably Eusebius in his extensive extracts from Philo's writ- 
ings does not cite any passages from De virtutibus. This is all the more 
a pity because the bishop, unlike Clement, gives verbatim quotations 
of his sources, so that he is an extremely valuable witness to the text- 
ual tradition.9? 


theory see above at n. 36. 

54 Le. Adona: and Elohim. kópvog is only recorded for the LXX in the Ethiopic 
and Armenian translations. The variant has not been recorded for Aquila, but he 
may have had a vested interest in giving a literal rendering of the MT because 
similar otiose repetitions of the divine name were exploited by Christian 
apologists such as Justin Martyr. 

55 As suggested by Barthélemy, ‘Hoshaya Rabba’ 53. 

56 Another interesting case of possible tampering is found at 8164, where the 
Platonizing phrase ótav Bede, 0 vontóg HALOG, avaoxN koi EntAGpwn, as recorded in 
S, is altered to 6tav Beonointog Mos... in C G (to which variants in other manu- 
gape appear to be related). Cohn rightly chooses for S. 

57 E.g. a Christian scribe might balk at the description 10 öv. But the proximity 
to the intruded Aquilan variants gives support to Barthélemy’s theory. 

58 It is to be agreed with M. Harl, Quis rerum divinarum heres sit, Les Œuvres de 
Philon d'Alexandrie 15 (Paris: Editions du CERF, 1966) 159ff., that the textual 
variants found in the various forms of transmission of Philo's writings should be 
taken more seriously than is generally the case. 

59 Cf. C-W 1.Ixi-Ixii. It should be lost out of sight, however, that Eusebius 
represents part of the indirect tradition. He has his own axe to grind, and this can 
lead to subtle modifications in his recorded texts. 
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In their monumental edition Cohn and Wendland attempted as 
best they could to include the remaining indirect tradition located 
the exegetical Catenae and various later Byzantine anthologies.9? For 
Virt. the harvest was small.6! The only snippet that is of any real 
interest is five lines of §117 found in the Sacra Parallela of Johannes 
Damascenus.® The text supports S in a number of places, notably in 
recording rapakınav (also with Clement) against kataAinov in all 
other manuscripts. But it also has some unusual readings of its own 
(e.g. teAetdtatov instead of rıuıwrarov found in all manuscripts). 
The remaining important pieces of evidence (for our purposes) in 
the Sacra Parallela are the fragments from a lost IIepi evoeBetac 
found by Pitra and Harris. To these we will return in section 6 below. 


5. An evaluation of the available texts 


As emerged in our brief history of Philo’s text, all study and analysis 
of Virt. since 1906 has been based on the critical edition of L. Cohn. 
Our attention, therefore, must above all be focussed on the merits 
and failings of this edition. Cohn was certainly well qualified to carry 
out his task. He was active during the heyday of the German philo- 
logical tradition. In preparation for his work as an editor he had re- 
ceived not only the customary general training in classical philology, 
but had also devoted considerable time to learning the technique of 
collating manuscripts and the various aspects of editorial criticism.© 
His edition has some very obvious merits. Firstly it is extremely 
conscientious in the recording of manuscript variants. Not seldom 
the apparatus criticus [128] takes up nearly as much room as the text 
itself. Secondly Cohn is a careful editor, and may be been consi- 
dered relatively conservative for his day, if we take into conside- 
ration that late 19th century scholarship was much more prone to 
introduce emendations and conjectures into the body of the text 
than occurs in modern editorial practice. A few of Mangey’s pro- 


60 Cf. C-W 1. Ixiii-Ixx, 2.xv-xvii, and esp. L. Cohn, ‘Zur indirekten Ueber- 
lieferung Philo’s und der älteren Kirchenväter’, Jahrbücher fur Protestanische Theo- 
logie 18 (1892) 475-492. See further Morris, ‘Jewish philosopher’ (n. 32) 3.825. 
We may be sure that there is more material than that exploited by Cohn and 
Wendland in their edition. 

61 Cf. above n. 4. 

62 See the apparatus at C-W 5.300-301. The manuscript in which the fragment 
is located is Vaticanus fr. 1553 (= G-G 52), dated to the 12th century. 

63 Cf. M. Pohlenz’s remark in his necrology of Wendland that Cohn ‘über eine 
sichere Editionstechnik verfügte’, Neue Jahrbücher (see above n. 15) 60. 
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posed emendations are taken over,9* but many others are rejected. 
Cohn adds some of his own, especially if required by accidence or 
syntax.®° Quite often, however, he reserves his suspicions of and 
suggestions for the text for the apparatus, rightly preferring the 
original text to stand.96 If there is a weakness, it would be that, as 
Colson points out on a number of occasions, he is sometimes 
inclined to give up on a difficult passage too easily and declare it 
corrupt.67 Moreover it must recognized that from to time he cannot 
resist introducing speculative emendations into the text which a 
modern editor would leave well alone.68 The temptation here is the 
desire to improve on the text, i.e. to bring it into line with expect- 
ations based on knowledge of Philo's Greek, but also of extraneous 
factors, such as canons of sound Greek style etc. Of such intrusions 
the worst I found is at 891, where the readings Öikauörarog (S) and 
QiAootopyótatoc (other manuscripts) are conflated into qiAocotopyó- 
ta toc kai S1KALOTATOG, a procedure that goes against sound editorial 
practice. Such attempts, it should be emphasized, occur less often 
than in most editions from the same period,9? but nevertheless have 
to be taken into account by users of the text. 

The main difficulty that Cohn encounters, however, is the need 
to choose between the textual variants in the manuscript tradition. 
The number and divergence of these is quite staggeringly high, and 
accounts for the unusual length of the apparatus criticus. In $1-50 
(IIepi &vópetac) a larger number of manuscripts preserve the text 
and there is a fair degree of consensus. But from 851 onwards the 
role of S (sometimes supported by CG) becomes more and more 
prominent, and is reinforced by the rather poor quality of the 
manuscripts outside the group SCC. 

S is indeed by all standards a remarkable manuscript. Time after 
time it preserves readings that are radically different from the rest of 


64 E.g. at 825, 31, 34, 45, 216 (which must be correct, since Philo never calls 
émotnumn itself an apern). At 843 Mangey's conjecture is confirmed by A. 

65 E.g. at 847, 53, 110, 123, 203 etc. These kind of emendations are indicated 
by scripsi in the apparatus. 

66 E.g. at 815, 17, 34, 62, 67, 113, 125, 201 (here he adds a safe conjecture into 
the text and reserves a more daring one for the apparatus). 

67 Cf. 838, 58, 185, 188 and Colson's notes ad loc. 

68 E.g. 828, 104 (xai &yandvtos can be retained), 158, 171. 

69 Compare his fellow-editor Wendland, who is much more speculative in his 
editorial work. Many of the emendations that Wendland suggests in his article 
cited in n. 16 are not taken over; e.g. 8109, 209. 
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the manuscript tradition. As we saw in the previous section, on a 
number of important occasions these idiosyncratic readings are sup- 
ported by Clement, and so have every chance of representing the 
original text. Wendland thus concluded on the basis of these results 
that S should always be given the benefit of the doubt.’® Cohn for 
the most part takes over this advice. On numerous occasions, there- 
fore, he chooses to take the reading of S, even though it is very dif- 
ferent from, and sometimes by no means superior to, what is found 
in the remainder of the tradition. I think it is necessary to place a 
question mark behind this editorial judgment. It seems to me, on 
the basis of the collations recorded by Cohn, that S is an extremely 
erratic [129] manuscript. On a large number of occasions the 
readings it preserves must be right, as in the following examples:7! 
851: 0 npopnitng tv vópov S rather than ó nathp t@v vöuov (neither phrase 
is found in the rest of Philo, but cf. Mut. 126, Decal. 175, Legat. 99). 
889: pootov S, xpñotv G, xpvoóv other mss. (the context is lending money 
so the term 'surety' is much better than 'gold"). 
8160: the sequence is man, animals, plants so C@wv aAoyov S G is obviously 


superior to Góov ayóvov (other mss.). 
Cf. further $114, 126, 132, 137, 147, 158, 193, 218, 224. 


On an equal number of occasions, however, S is very clearly in the 
wrong: 

869: tò MIAGAANAOV Kal QiÀAosÜvéc most mss.; S's guÀó0gov c of course 
misses the point altogether, since Moses' exhortation to Joshua takes place at 
the personal-civic level (A reads piAoKevés). 

8102: S reads 1v uv rpaypatov instead of nrÀaoptov. 

8145: S reads Bodv GAo@vta un xnpobv, the other mss. quiobv. Strangely 
Cohn adds behind S's reading fortasse recte, but this seems to me most unlikely 
given the presence of the verb @uuo%v in the biblical text at Deut. 25:4. Cf. also 
the etymology of Phinehas at Post. 182. 

Other examples of evident mistakes at 8141, 163-4, 165, 175, 180, 203, 212. 


How can we explain this erratic nature of our oldest witness? There 
are certain indications pointing to the fact that we may have to do 
here with that dangerous phenomenon, an independent and semi- 
intelligent scribe. To start with, there are the additional section 
headings which have been systematically added, as well as the com- 
mentary on Philo's use of the decad at the end of the manuscript.?? 
Furthermore two textual variants are rather suggestive: 


70 See quotation in n. 50 and text thereto. 
71 In addition to the correspondences between S and Clement noted above. 
72 See above the notes 29-30. 
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8139: all the mss. read un Anokteiveodan péxypic ðv &notékoo vel. sim. S's 
pvAatteoßaı very much looks like an attempt to circumvent the awkward 
repetition of two verbs beginning with àno- (which Philo may have introduced 
as deliberate contrast). 

8176: &ya8& yap nponyobueva Ev LEV O@pacww h &voooc vysta, Ev ÖE vavoiv h 
a&kivSvvos eünAo1a, Ev SE yvoxaic ñ GÀnotoc uvñun TOV A&lov uvnuovedeodar... It 
seems that S found the good attributed to the soul somewhat banal, and so 
records yvàoic, which must be wrong in the context. This forces him two lines 
later to change xai n Ang Eeryıvouevn avanvnaoıg to koi n KANOnG Eryıvouevn 
avanvnoıg which surprisingly is also found the brief extract in R (i.e. Parisinus 
gr. 1630, G-G 106). 

We note additionally the interesting text at 858 where Israel is described as 


> + 53 


a noluvn Onopadny [S en’ ópouc] ayeAapynv odK £yovca. As Cohn observes in 
his article, S’s reading adds an allusion to I Kings 22:17. Colson in his note on 
the passage is correct in pointing out that, since the reading of the other mss. 
is perfectly acceptable, the question to be answered is whether the allusion was 
originally inserted by Philo, or is rather the work of the scribe of S. [130] 


It seems to me probable, therefore, that S has introduced deliberate 
alterations into his text, and that some of these will have found their 
way into Cohn’s edition as a result of the strong preference that he 
shows for the readings of this remarkable manuscript. 

Fortunately the English translation of Virt. in the Loeb Classical 
Library furnishes us with a check on the standard German edition. It 
should be emphasized that Colson takes as his starting point Cohn's 
text. To his text on the left hand side of the page he appends only a 
handful of manuscript variants, amounting to a fraction of all manu- 
script alternatives recorded in Cohn’s apparatus. What he checks, 
therefore, is so much not whether a better text is available, but 
rather whether the text as it stands makes sense and is consonant 
with Philonic thought and style. This results in a lengthy series of 
high-quality notes and observations on Cohn’s text which every 
student of Philo must take into consideration when working on this 
treatise. At times Colson explicitly approves of Cohn’s textual 
alterations (e.g. at §46, 78 (where an entire paragraph is declared 
spurious), 183 etc.), and many more are incorporated without com- 
ment in his text and translation. In the notes, however, he is very 
often able to show with considerable conviction that one can under- 
stand the Greek text in a different way from that done by Cohn, and 
that some of the latter’s proposals are not without their difficulties. 
This leads him to remark that in his view Cohn has introduced 
unjustified emendations into his printed text.’3 At the very least this 


73 See the remark cited above at n. 29. 
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excellent collection of notes squeezed into the uncongenial format 
of a Loeb text should serve to remind Philonists that the edition 
they use should be not uncritically accepted as a canonical expres- 
sion of the ipsa verba Philonis.?* 


6. The problem of the treatise's title and its original contents 


Finally we return to the questions of what the original title of Virt. 
was, and how this title relates to the contents of the treatise as 
reconstructed by modern scholars. Much energy and ingenuity has 
been devoted to the resolution of the difficulties involved in answer- 
ing these questions,” and very recently an excellent status quaestionis 
has been given by J. Morris, which need not be repeated here.” We 
confine ourselves, therefore, to three observations. 
(a) The evidence on the treatise’s title amounts to the following: 


(1) direct tradition 


S: IIepi Y' àpetàv Qç odv GAAaIs &véypowe Movofic nepi &vópstac xoi PUavOpw- 
niac kal eta vota 
` 3 ^ „ \ } , ` , , ` , ` 
other mss.: IIepi &petav Titot nepi &vópetac Kai eboeßetag Kai piAavOpwniag xoi 
WETAVOLAG vel sim. 


(2) indirect tradition 


Eusebius HE 2.2.18.2: Tepi tpı@v aper@v àc ovv &AAo1c Aveypaye Movoii [131] 

Jerome De vir. ill. 11: de tribus virtutibus liber unus 

Sacra Parallela Codex Rupefucaldinus (= G-G 57) fol. 212%: éx tod nepi tpiàv 
APETV 

Sacra Parallela other titles: ¿x tod repi &petàv.77 


The agreement between Eusebius and S is striking, but one has to 
take into account the very strong possibility of contamination 
(Eusebius’ Church History was a highly popular work in the Byzantine 
period). On the other hand, the support for the reading ‘three 
virtues’ is strong enough to make it probable.7? The mention of a 


74 As regrettably occurs in the French translation of Delobre-Servel-Verilhac. 

75 See esp. E. Schürer, Geschichte (n. 11) 3.670-1 and esp. n. 101 (this passage 
goes back to the 2nd edition of the work of 1886); L. Massebieau, “Le classement 
des ceuvres de Philon’, Bibliotheque de l’Ecole des Hautes Etudes 1 (1889) 1-91, esp. 
39-41, 49-51; Wendland, ‘Philo und Clemens’ (n. 16); L. Cohn, ‘Einteilung und 
Chronologie der Schriften Philos’, Philologus Supplbd. 7.3 (1899) 387-435, esp. 
412-414; Colson, Philo 8.xii-xviii, 440—441. 

76 Morris ‘Jewish Philosopher’ (n. 32) 3.850-853. 

77 The reading at Codex Vaticanus 1553 fol. 73r is difficult, but appears to be 
nepi TOV Aper@v rather than nepi y &pexàv; cf. Wendland, ‘Philo und Clemens’ 
436. 

78 Note that Philo appears to have written another work Ilepi &petóv, i.e. the 
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IIepi evoeßeiag in the other manuscripts should be explained as a 
deduction on the basis of the transmitted text, rather than a 
fossilized reference to a lost part of the treatise. The explanation for 
this is not, I believe, difficult to give. The words at §51, thv ð’ eù- 
oeßetag ovyyeveotótnv xoi GdEAQTV Kal OtOupov Ovtws EES n- 
okent£ov quAavOponiav, can easily be read as referring to a treat- 
ment of piety that has just been given. It is important to note that 
the manuscript G actually goes looking for the section on piety and 
adds the title ITepi eboeßetag at 834, preceding the account of the 
seductive Midianite attack on the Israelites.7? This is not completely 
foolish, because the theme of piety is specifically mentioned at 842 
and 45. The role of eboeßera is in fact prominent in the entire 
treatise such as we have it. At Spec. 4.135, when introducing the 
theme of the apetat which still remain to be discussed as an ap- 
pendix to his Exposition of the Law, Philo refers to piety as the 
‘queen of the virtues’, and adds that he has already discussed her, as 
well as two other virtues gpovynoig and ooopootvn.89 At 8175, the 
beginning of De paenitentia, £06£pe1a is again mentioned (together 
with dixkatoovvn) as the virtue that enables the repentant to join the 
Mosaic commonwealth, while the section ends with the synonymous 
term Beooeßera. In the examples of true edy£veıa. piety returns on 
three occasions (8201, 218, 221). Piety, it would seem, is presented 
by Philo as a kind of super-virtue which stands above the other 
virtues and is presupposed by them, i.e. if you have dikatoovvn, 
&vópeia, qUAavOponta, nerävora, edyévera of the kind enjoined by 
Moses, you will also possess true £oo£Bewx towards God. Schürer is 
therefore correct, in my view, in concluding that the inclusion of a 
IIepi evoeBetac was most likely caused by a false inference from 
Philo's formulation at 851.3! And this means that there is much to 
be said for the title printed by Mangey in his edition: IIepi tpijàv 
APET@V tout nepi Avöpelog Kai pLAavOpwriag xoi petavotac.®2 


larger work to which Flacc. and Legat. belong (cf. Morris, ‘Jewish Philosopher’ 
3.863), so there would need to be a way of distinguishing the two works. We note 
too that Contempl. is in some manuscripts called the fourth book of IIepi &pet@v vel 
sim. 

79 See app. crit. at C-W 5.275.11; noted by Colson Philo 8.xiv. 

80 evoéBeto. is also called Hyepovic at Decal. 119 and Virt. 95 (here together with 
piAavOparia). 

81 Schürer, Geschichte 3.671 n. 101; cf. Colson, Philo 8.xiv. 

82 Mangey, Philonis 2.376 (as noted above at n. 11 he does not include IIepi 
evyevetac in the treatise); cf. Colson Philo 8.440, whose criticism of Cohn is quite 
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(b) If we accept the view that the title referred to three virtues, 
there is an obvious problem in the case of IIepi evyévetac, since the 
possibility remains that this section was not part of the original 
treatise. Here the evidence of Clement surely has great weight in- 
deed. It is safe to deduce from Clement's adaptations [131] that all 
four sections occurred in sequence in his copy of the treatise, since 
he makes use of them all in exactly the order given in Cohn's 
treatise. He had no section IIepi evoeBetac in his copy, but it did 
include the section IIepi evyéverac. Colson, who finds this last 
section an unworthy conclusion to the whole work, attempts to 
circumvent Clement's evidence by suggesting that it was already 
misplaced in his copy.9? Such suspicion seems to me unwarranted 
when it concerns evidence so close to the time of the original 
autograph. The final section can, in my view, adequately explained 
as a somewhat polemical development in contrariam partem of the 
final idea of IIepi petavotac, which is based on the biblical text Deut. 
26:17-18 cited in 8184. If the penitent makes the choice offered in 
this text, he becomes a true Bepanevrng te Kai ikerng and as such is 
of equal worth to an entire people, i.e. of Israel who made the same 
choice under Moses (cf. also Deut. 30:19-20). Buß? those who do 
belong to the race of Israel by birth, and rely on that rather than on 
piety and virtue are making a great mistake, for true evyéveta is 
reserved for the wise man and not those who can boast distinguished 
ancestors...95 

(c) How, finally, should we regard the fragments derived from 
the lost Ilepı edoeBetac? Schürer argued that these tell us nothing 
about the position of the work, in Virt. or elsewhere.8° Philo may 
have written a work on piety which has nothing to do with our 
treatise at all. Schürer knew only of the three fragments published 
by Harris.?? But since then some fresh evidence has come in, namely 


justified. 

83 Colson, Philo xvii-xviii. 

84 For the text of the opening words of the section in $206 I prefer to read toig 
5é buvoicı with the majority of mss, rather than 610 xoi toic buvotot (F, preferred 
by Cohn) or xoi toic buvotot (S). 

85 In most of De nobilitate Philo speaks in rather generalized tones, but that he 
concretely has Jewish persons in mind is shown by 8206, 226. 

86 Schürer, Geschichte 3.672 n. 101. 

87 J. Rendel Harris, Fragments of Philo Judaeus (Cambridge: University Press, 
1886) 10-11. Of these the first is already found in a slightly different version in 
Mangey, Philonis 2.667, while the third was first published by Pitra in 1884. 
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a fourth fragment. It was first published by Lewy, but in the two 
manuscripts of the Sacra Parallela where he found it no reference 
was given to the Philonic work from which it was drawn.8® More 
recently Royse has shown that the same fragment is found in the 
manuscript Thessaloniciensis BAatewv Monasterii 9,89 where it is 
said to come £k Tod nepi edoeßelas KegaAaiov (the same reference 
given for Harris’ third fragment; for the other two the reference is 
èk TOD nepi edoeßetac?). Earlier, however, Früchtel had discovered 
that by an amazing coincidence one of the papyrus scraps of POxy 
XI 1356 folio 10" contained exactly the same text as the first half of 
Lewy’s fragment.?! From this Royse concluded that the Philonic co- 
dex found at Oxyrhynchus probably contained the text of the [133] 
lost IIepi evoeBetac, and that its length was about 14 pages, which, as 
he rightly remarks, compares well with two of the parts of Virt.?? 
These discoveries, though of great intrinsic interest, are not 
sufficient to make us revise our views on the contents of Virt. The 
extracts from Virt. in the Sacra Parallela are labelled ëk tod nepi (z@v) 
aper@v, and do not refer to specific parts of the work.?? Naturally 
one is curious to know what the term kepaAoıov means in the two 
titles mentioned above. The natural explanation is ‘chapter’, i.e. 
part of a larger work. But I have found no parallels in the Philonic 
fragments found in the Sacra Parallela for this designation.?* Some 
further interesting evidence is found in a Catena on the Pentateuch, 
where a Philonic extract is entitled ®iAwvoc ‘EBpaiov Ev t nepi 
evoeBetac Aóyo, but it emerges that the text is from Spec. 3.120- 
124!95 It would appear that these Byzantine attributions are often 


88 H. Lewy, Neue Philontexte in der Überarbeitung des Ambrosius. Mit einem 
Anhang: neu gefundene griechische Philonfragmente’, Sitzber. preuss. Akad. d. 
Wiss. phil.-hist. Kl. 1932 IV (Berlin 1932) 82-83, frag. no. 27. 

89 J. R. Royse, ‘The Oxyrhynchus Papyrus of Philo’, Bulletin of the American 
Society of Papyrologists 17 (1980) 162. 

90 If I read his cryptic description on p.10 correctly. 

91 L. Früchtel, ‘Zum Oxyrhynchus-Papyrus des Philon’, Philologische Wochen- 
uL 58 (1938) 1437-39. 

92 Royse, ‘Oxyrhynchus Papyrus’ 163. 

93 App. test. at C-W 5.268-269, 300. The fragment at C-W 5.321 entitled tod 
Didwvos nepi petavotas has a different background, coming from a manuscript 
that contains excerpts from Philo. 

94 Only a fragment in Paris. Coislinianus 276 (= G-G 50) folio 220" with the title 
DiAwvog Ék TOD repi xooponzottag: Y KegaAaiov (actually = QG 2.54, cited by F. 
Petit, Quaestiones in Genesim et Exodum: fragmenta graeca, Les (Euvres de Philon 
d’Alexandrie 33 (Paris: Editions du CERF, 1978) 110). 

95 Catena Barbarini IV 56 (= G-G 183); see app. test. C-W ad loc. 
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rather doubtful, and that it is risky to deduce too much from them.?6 
I am in agreement with Schtrer, therefore, that we should not allow 
the fragments of IIepi evoeBetac to influence our views on the 
contents of Virt. such as we know them from the direct and indirect 
tradition. 


7. Some concluding remarks 


Philonists may consider themselves fortunate. It is very unlikely, pace 
Alexander,’ that the project of new critical edition of Philo’s works 
will be undertaken again in the foreseeable future. The task would 
be vast, as can be gauged from our example of the single treatise De 
virtutibus. Such a project would have to be carried out by a classicist, 
but few are trained to do this work nowadays, and it would not be 
placed high on the list of scholarly priorities. It is indeed fortunate, 
therefore, that in Cohn's edition of our treatise we possess a solid 
foundation for further research. Especially his diligence in record- 
ing the manuscipt variants is most valuable. If new discoveries are 
made, they will have to be superimposed on his labours. As we have 
seen, it is possible to call into question many of his editorial 
decisions. But at least the materials for making such evaluations are 
readily available. Also in the case of the English translation of 
Colson, now fifty years old, fortune has favoured the Philonist.?® 
Colson devoted half a lifetime to an intimate study of Philo's Greek 
style, and his rendering points the way to a sound understanding of 
a text that is by no means always straightforward. Apart from its 
other merits it can serve as a valuable check on the earlier philo- 
logical work carried out by Cohn and other scholars. [134] 
Nevertheless my hope is that the small piece of research carried 
out in this article will shake Philonists out of any kind of complac- 
ency they may possess. This was the point of the analogy with 
computer programming with which the article commenced. It is 
important to bear in mind that both the text and the translations we 
use are scholarly products built upon an elaborate sub-structure of 


96 There are numerous misattributions in the Sacra Parallela and Catenae, as a 
cursory inspection of the app. test. in C-W and the attributions in Harris and Petit 
will confirm. 

97 Cf. the remark cited above at n. 44. 

98 This applies to the translation work done by Colson himself. In early 
volumes he shared the task with G. H. Whitaker, who was considerably less com- 
petent. The translation of Opif., for example, contains many serious mistakes. 
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codicological research and textual criticism. Cohn and Colson can 
be regarded as sound structures upon which one can build further. 
But for serious research on Philo’s writings the foundations upon 
which they are built should not remain wholly unexamined. This is 
not just a matter of a philological purism which attempts to come as 
close as possible to Philo’s original words. The texts that have come 
down to us are historical products. As we have seen in this article, 
the survival and transmission of Philo’s writings throughout a period 
of nearly two millenia—from their reception by the early Christians 
to their treatment at the hands of generations of modern scholars— 
contain many aspects that should be of intrinsic interest to every 
student of Philo’s writings. 


CHAPTER FIVE 


VERBA PHILONICA, ’ATAAMATO®OPEIN, AND 
THE AUTHENTICITY OF THE DE RESURRECTIONE 
ATTRIBUTED TO ATHENAGORAS 


J. C. M. van Winden septuagenario 


Already more than a century ago it was recognized that the extensive 
body of writings of Philo of Alexandria yields important evidence on 
developments in vocabulary and terminology of Greek as it was 
written by a well-educated man of letters in the first century AD. 
In the preface to his study on Philo as interpreter of the Old Testa- 
ment published in 1875 Siegfried apologized for the fact that his 
introductory chapter on Philo’s “Gracitat’ is disproportionately long 
(107 pages), but declared his conviction that, by publishing his 
collections of lexicographical material, he was doing the students of 
media et infima graecitas, as well as future editors of Philo’s text, a 
service.! Having given a collection of words in Philo derived from or 
paralleled in the Platonic corpus, followed by another list of words 
found both in Philo and in his slightly younger contemporary 
Plutarch, the industrious German scholar then provides a list of 66 
Philonic words which in the Thesaurus of Stephanus are marked as 
Gre Aeyouevo, to which are added another 42 words which are not 
found in the great Dictionary at all.? Some 14 years later the future 
editor of Philo, Cohn, in his trial edition of the De opificio mundi, 
draws attention to the same features, giving additional lists of words, 
taken taken this time only from a single treatise. First we receive 
verba Platonica, then poetica verba, followed by ab Aristotele ... vocabula. 
Cohn points out that many words recorded elsewhere earlier are 
found in Philo with new shades of meaning. Finally he too gives a list 
of nova vocabula which he claims that Philo thought up (excogitavit), 
38 in Obif. alone.’ 


1 C. Siegfried, Philo von Alexandria als Ausleger des alten Testaments (Jena 1875) 
iii; section on Philo's Greek at 31-137. 

? Ibid. 32-47. 

3 L. Cohn, Philonis Alexandrini libellus de opificio mundi, Breslauer philologische 
Abhandlungen 4.4 (Breslau 1889, reprinted Hildesheim 1967) xli-xlvi. 
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It is worth pointing out that this is a somewhat risky claim. Safer 
by far is to say that Philo is the first extant author to record these 
words; we cannot be sure that he thought them up. There are some 
copious [314] Greek authors more or less contemporary with him 
extant (e.g. Strabo, Dionysius Halicarnassus, Diodorus Siculus, the 
above-mentioned Plutarch, Josephus), but too much literature has 
been lost, especially from Philo’s native city Alexandria, for us to be 
sure of Philo’s general creativity in this area. 

If we examine the lists cited above, it becomes immediately clear 
that the majority of Philo's &àra& Aeyoueva and first recorded words 
are compounds. A large number are simple words with one or more 
prepositional prefixes added to form a new combination, e.g. 
avrıenidecıg at Opif. 33 etc. Of greater interest from the view of 
terminology are compounds, in which a noun or adjective or verb or 
numeral (or also two nouns) have been combined to form a new 
term (examples are legion, e.g. from Cohn’s list roADBvB0¢ ( Opif. 
29), iyvnAatetv (Opif 56), avBoypageiv (Opif. 138) etc.). As is well 
known, Greek has a great flexibility in the coinage and usage of such 
compound words.‘ It is also evident that Philo himself had a special 
predilection for such words, which have the effect of elevating the 
style or tone of a passage, or, if used excessively, making it high- 
flown and even bombastic. As an interesting example we might cite 
the term xoopozoAitnc, ‘citizen of the world’, from which the 
modern word ‘cosmopolitan’ is derived. According to Diogenes 
Laertius his namesake, the Cynic Diogenes of Sinope, when asked 
from whence he came, replied with the single word xooponoAittng. 
The authenticity of the anecdote is not at issue here. What is 
interesting is that in the whole of ancient Greek literature there is 

* only a single other example (an insignificant case in the Proclan 
biography of Homer), except in Philo, who uses it no less than 10 
times.? 

Although a general study of Philo's use of such compound words 
would certainly be rewarding, it cannot be attempted in this present 


* For discussion and analysis cf. R. Kühner and F. Blass, Ausführliche Grammatik 
der griechischen Sprache (Hannover 1892) 2.311ff., H. Weir Smyth, Greek Grammar 
(Cambridge Mass. 1920, 1974?) 247-254. 

5 Diog. Laert. 6.63; Procli Chrestomathiae Eclogae (ed. Allen) 99.14; Philo, cf. G. 
Mayer, Index Philoneus (Berlin-New York 1974) 166 (including the phrase Koopo- 
roAttıöeg woxat at Somn. 1.243). All my statements on the occurrences have been 
checked against the lexica of Liddell-Scott-Jones and Lampe, and on the ‘C’ 

* version of the TLG CD-ROM (unfortunately still far from complete). 
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context. What I wish to do is to draw attention to a much smaller 
group of compound words, which form a special category and which 
I would like to give the label verba Philonica. These are words taken 
over or coined by Philo, not merely for stylistic purposes, but 
especially in order to express particular aspects of his activity as 
expounder and defender of the Jewish religion. In the case of these 
words there is a much stronger possibility that Philo himself was the 
decisive innovator, although we always have to bear in mind the 
shortcomings of the argumentum e silentio. These terms are not used 
in the particular Philonic sense in pagan literature. Many, however, 
are taken over from Philo by the Church fathers, some of which 
indeed become standard terms [315] in Patristic literature. The 
following list of such verba Philonica, given exempli gratia and in 
alphabetical order, is by no means exhaustive: 


ayarpatogopety, ‘to be an image-bearer': to be discussed below. 
avOpanxoXoyetv, ‘to speak of God in human terms’: found at Philo Sacr. 95, 
Deus 60, Conf. 135; same usage at Basil Adv. Eunonium 5, PG 29.752A, Didymus 
Alex. De trinitate 3.3, PG 39.816C. 

avOpa@rnorabety, ‘to have the feelings of a man’: only found at Philo Leg. 3.237, 
Decal. 43, Flacc. 121. 

Gv0ponora0nç, ‘having human affections’, used of the pagan gods or of God: 
Philo Sacr. 95, Post. 4, Deus 59, Plant. 35; frequent in the Patres from Clement 
and Origen onwards (derived noun in Eusebius PE 3.15.2). In pagan authors 
only late: Hermogenes Rhetor (adverb), Porphyry (noun: Quaest. Hom. in Iliad 
18.489, not in LSJ); both may be verbally influenced by the Judaeo-Christian 
tradition. 

avOparnoriaotns, ‘moulder of man’, i.e. God: found only at Philo Somn. 1.210; 
the equivalent verb found only in Methodius, Symp. 2.2, 2.5. 

ESanpepos, ‘pertaining to the six days of creation’: first at Philo Leg. 2.12, 
Decal. 100 (if the text is emended), then common in the Patres from Theo- 
philus of Antioch onwards (cf. J. C. M. van Winden, RAC 14 (1988) 1256ff.). 
Coonlacteiv, ‘to mould into a living being’: in the creational sense at Philo 
Opif. 62, 67, Decal. 120 (of the womb at Spec. 3.33); taken over by Christian 
writers such as Eusebius, Adamantius, Gregory of Nyssa; in pagan authors only 
Lycophron (3rd c. BC) in the sense ‘make statues’ (cf. use in polemical sense 
by Eusebius PE 3.3.17). 

CoonAaorns, ‘moulder of living beings’: used 6 times by Philo of God the 
creator, once polemically of the arrogation of divine power by man (Spec. 
1.10). Rare among the patres (only Methodius, Nilus), wholly absent in pagan 
literature. 

Ocoyapia, ‘marriage of gods’: only at Philo Decal. 156 (with anti-polytheistic 
intent); not found in extant pagan literature. 

GeorAaotetv, ‘to mould as a god, deify’: used by Philo in a polemical, anti- 
polytheistic sense in 16 texts; elsewhere only in the pagan author Heliodorus, 
Aegyptiaca 9.9 (on this text see further below); no instances in patristic 
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literature, but cf. the term QeonAaotia used twice polemically by Athanasius. 
0£onAdàctnc, ‘god-moulder’: used of the creator (who creates the cosmos as 
god and the heavenly bodies as gods) by Philo in a summary of the Timaeus at 
Aet. 15; elsewhere no instances in this sense. At fr. 787 of Aristophanes the 
word ÜOeonAaoctác is found, presumably referring to the sculpting of statues. 
Note also texts in Basil and Gregory of Nyssa in which man is described as 
OgónAaotog (cf. Gen. 2:7), anticipated earlier in the Hellenistic-Jewish Oracula 
Sybillina 3.8 (but not in the extant Philo). 

0zoópáóp ov, ‘God-interpreting’: used three times of Moses by Philo at Her. 
301, Mut. 96, Mos. 2.269; not found elsewhere (Beogpaöng found in some 
pagan texts and Nonnus). [316] 

0£ó* pnotoc, ‘divinely inspired’: used by Philo of the Jewish scriptures at Legat. 
210; thereafter only at Didymus Trin. 1.18, Photius, Bibl. 223, 220b27. 
K0onon\acteiv, ‘to mould as a cosmos’: only found at Philo Migr. 6, Her. 166; 
the equivalent noun xooponAaotns, '[God as] cosmos-moulder' at Plant. 3, 
Congr. 48 (also not found elsewhere). On the other hand, Philo's standard 
terms for creating the cosmos, koopozoteiv, and for the Mosaic creational 
account, kooponotta, are common in pagan literature, and are taken over by 
the Patres. 

neyaAönoiıs, ‘great city (but adjectival): used of the cosmos five times by 
Philo (but not at Flacc. 163, where it is used of Alexandria in accordance with 
normal Greek usage); Philo's usage, not found in pagan sources, is taken over 
by Eusebius, PE 7.9.3. The noun peyadAonoAttis is also used by Philo at Opif. 
143 in the sense of citizen of the world. 

npoctórAaccoc, ‘first-moulded’ (of Adam): one instance in Philo, at Greek 
fragment of QG 1.32; also in Wisdom of Solomon 7:1, 10:1, Apocalypse of Ezra 
26.2; thereafter common in Patristic literature, but not found outside the 
Judaeo-Christian tradition. 

ozuvnyopeiv, ‘make solemn pronouncements about’, ‘worship’: used by Philo 
for pagan deification at Mos. 2.195, taken over by Heliodorus, Aeg. 9.9 (see 
further below), and less specifically at Conf. 2, Mos. 2.130; word not found else- 
where (noun ceyuvnyoptn used by 3rd c. Bc poet Timon). 

ctpvonot£iv, ‘magnify, extol, worship’: rare instances in pagan authors 
(Lycurgus, Strabo, Harpocration); frequent in Philo (12 instances), some in an 
anti-polytheistic context (e.g. Decal. 4, 71); also one example in Josephus Ant 
16.149; found in a few Patristic authors, e.g. Athenagoras, Origen, Gregory of 
Nazianzen, Gregory of Nyssa etc. The noun oepvonotia is only found at Philo 
Decal. 80, in an apologetic context. 


This list, which—I repeat—is far from exhaustive, reveals a concen- 
tration in two areas, (i) the exposition of the Mosaic creation 
account with its emphasis on God as creator of the entire universe, 
and (ii) the Jewish apologetic struggle against every form of 
polytheistic religion. Both concerns are at the centre of Philo’s 
œuvre, but they are of course not confined to his writings alone. An 
immediate question that our list poses is whether Philo himself 
devised the lexical usage it contains, or whether this was shared with 
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a much broader range of Hellenistic Jewish literature. In the case of 
the term npwrönAactog a wider dissemination is evident (cf. also 
QeorAactoc). For the word &&anuepog it is much harder to be 
certain, since we cannot be sure that the first Patristic witness 
Theophilus of Antioch had direct access to Philo’s writings.® In the 
case of the words ÜeonAaoteiv and ceuvnyopeiv some interesting 
evidence points far more clearly to a decisive Philonic role. Both 
terms are found elsewhere only in the pagan author Heliodorus, in 
a passage where it is certain that [317] he is paraphrasing Philo's 
account of Egypt in the De vita Moysis." Also in the case of Eusebius’ 
description of the cosmos as a peyaAonoAic, direct appropriation 
from Philo is as good as certain. Further investigation will reveal, I 
am convinced, that Philo's innovative use of certain compound 
words exercised a considerable influence on the development of 
Patristic vocabulary, through the mediation of Patres such as Cle- 
ment, Origen, Gregory of Nyssa, Didymus, whom we know to have 
made extensive study of Philo's writings. Because Lampe’s Patristic 
Greek Lexicon, for regrettable—even if perfectly understandable— 
reasons, contains scarcely any references to Philo, this important 
background remains largely obscured.? 

The term on which I wish to narrow the focus of my article has 
scarcely been mentioned so far, namely the verb ayaApatogopetv. 
Perhaps the most idiosyncratic of all the verba Philonica, Philo uses it 
16 times in his preserved writings, more than all the instances in 
Patristic literature combined (10 known to me?), while in extant 
pagan literature no examples are found at all.!? The literal meaning 


6 The recent articles by J. P. Martin—‘La presencia de Filón en el Exámeron de 
Teófilo de Antioquía', Salmaticensis 33 (1986) 147-177, ‘La antropologia de Filon 
y la de Teofilo de Antioquia: sus lecturas de Genesis 2-5’, Salmaticensis 36 (1989) 
23-71, ‘Filon Hebreo y Teofilo Cristiano: la continuidad de una teologia natural’, 
Salmanticensis 37 (1990) 302-317—contain much valuable parallel material, but 
are unable prove the direct relation beyond all doubt. 

TCE, my discussion of these texts in The Studia Philonica Annual 2 (1990) 134— 
139; I am not convinced by the note of A. Hilhorst in the same journal, 4 (1992) 
75-77, which claims that Heliodorus was more likely a Christian than a pagan 
author. But this question does not affect my present argument. 

8 Cf. the motivation in the preface on p. vii. A happy exception is made in the 
lemma on GyaApatogopew. 

9 All recorded in Lampe, checked with the TLG CD-ROM (which so far has no 
Patristic authors beyond the 4th century). 

10 The 5th-6th century Alexandrian lexicographer Hesychius records the 
adjective acyaApatogpopos, explaining it as og GyaApa Ev tH yoxi (pépov) (suppl. 
Heinsius, Latte prefers kextnu&voc). We cannot know where Hesychius found this 
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of the compound word is ‘to bear a statue or image (as in a shrine)’, 
with reference to the way that a temple or a shrine contains and, 
from the outside, conceals the statue or image of a god within it.!! 
Used in the active voice the verb refers to the person (or thing) 
bearing the image with him or inside him; in the passive voice, on 
the other hand, it refers to that which is being carried around like 
an image. In both cases the implication is that what is carried is 
something precious, to be carefully looked after, or indeed, if the 
background of the term is more fully taken into account, to be 
worshipped. 

Philo’s use of this idiosyncratic term is rather diverse and com- 
plex, but can be analysed along the following lines, with particular 
attention paid to who/what is doing the carrying, and who/what is 
being carried (emphasized in bold letters in each case). 


(i) When man is described as being created according to the image of God 
(xat’ eiköva eod, Gen. 1:26), this refers to his nous, the director of his soul, 
which, being in a sense a god, he carries with him as an image (Opif. 69). This 
text is remarkable on account of the explicit identification of what is carried, in 
this case the nous, as ‘like a god’ (cf. also Opif. 137 cited below) .!? Similarly the 
youthful Moses astounded his fellow-pupils, who wondered whether the nous 
which he carried around in his body as an image was human or divine or a 
mixture of both (Mos. 1.27). 

(ii) More commonly it is man, or the mind itself, that carries its thoughts, 
whether in general or in particular cases, as «yaAuara around with it. In the 
[318] extended image devised by Philo to illustrate the creation of the 
intelligible and sense-perceptible worlds, the architect, in establishing a new 
city, stamps his design like in wax in his (rational) soul and bears around as an 
image an intelligible city, which he uses as a model when he executes his plan 


adjective; there is certainly no indication that it was in a pagan author. For the 
lemma &yoApotogopeto0o he gives kaAAwniCeoBat, ‘to embellish oneself’. 

Il &yoApa can have a rather general meaning, ‘a thing that gives delight or 
joy’, but to my mind it is the more concrete meaning of the statue of a god that is 
at the word's origin. The question might well be raised whether it was not the 
carrying of a cult statue of a god in a procession that is at the origin of the image; 
compare other words containing the root gop- which refer to similar religious and 
cultic practices, e.g. Kavngopetv ‘to carry the sacred basket in a procession’, 
Kocpogópoc ‘one who carries ornaments in a procession’, also Üvpooqopeiv ‘to 
carry the thrysus' and vapÜünxogopeiv ‘to carry the narthex’ in Bacchic rites (see 
further LSJ ad locc.). But it would seem, according to W. Burkert, Greek Religion 
(Oxford 1985) 92, 100, that in classical times at least, the carrying of cult images 
in a procession was the exception rather than the rule. For Philo the association of 
the word with the statue in a templeis clear. 

12 Discussion of this text at A. Méasson, Du char ailé de Zeus à l'Arche d'Alliance: 
Images et mythes platoniciens chez Philon d'Alexandrie (Paris 1986) 371—377; D. T. 
Runia, ‘God and Man in Philo of Alexandria’, JThS 39 (1988) 64ff. 
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(Opif. 18). Man the microcosm can be called a miniature heaven because he 
carries star-like natures (i.e. thoughts) as ayaApata in himself (Opif. 82; the 
topos derived from Plato Tim. 47a-c, cf. also Opif. 55 where the stars themselves 
are wyoApata Octa). The same theme is found at Mos. 2.135: the high-priest, 
wearing his vestment, carries a pattern of the cosmos in his mind, and so is a 
microcosm. Elsewhere the fool carries idolatrous thoughts in his mind like an 
image (Conf 49); the house of wisdom (i.e. the mind) bears the variegator’s 
craft as a holy image (üyiöpvuo) (Somn. 1.208);!? Moses exhorts his followers 
to keep the memory of God as an image not to be forgotten (Virt 165); God 
has established the good among man, finding no temple on earth worthier 
than his reason (Àoytonóç), which carries the good as an image (Virt. 188). 

(111) In two texts it is the body which carries mind or its thoughts as images. 
God takes the purest clay (Gen. 2:7) to fashion man’s body as a holy temple for 
the rational soul, which it was to carry as the most god-like of images (Opif. 
137). At Mut. 21 is the ‘somatic and earthly composition’ that carries the mind 
as an image. Elsewhere, reporting a controversy concerning the location of the 
nous in the body, Philo refers to some thinkers who consider that it is carried as 
an image in the heart (i.e. the Aristotelian and Stoic view) (Somn. 1.32). 

(iv) Two texts refer to the Mosaic laws as that which is borne as an image, at 
Mos. 2.11 by Moses their compiler, at Legat. 210 by the Jews who regard them 
as oracles sent by God and to be accordingly venerated. 

(v) Finally there are some texts where the word is used even more loosely and 
appears to means no more than ‘to possess something precious’: Mos. 2.113, of 
the high-priestly breastplate carrying the two virtues önAwoıg and aAnBeıo (i.e. 
Urim and Thummim) as images; Mos. 2.209, of the hebdomad stamped on the 
entire cosmos and carried by nature as an image. 


It goes without saying that the metaphor involved in this usage of 
the word wyaApatogopetv, derived as it is from Greek religious and 
cultic practice, is not the invention of Philo. Taken in a literal sense 
it could not but conflict with the injunction of the second com- 
mandment of the Decalogue. Clearly it has a pagan source, and 
since the prime focus of reference appears to be on the mind and its 
thoughts,!4 it is surely in philosophical literature that we should look 
for its origin.!? In a doxographical report in the so-called Anonymus 
Fuchsii, which may be dependent on the medical writer Soranus 
(early 2nd century AD), we find a very precise parallel for Philo’s 
idea:16 ó è ‘Innokpärng TOV LEV VodV ono £v TO £ykeogóA o teraxdaı 


13 A difficult passage to interpret: provisionally I take 6 ooplag oikog as 
referring to the mind. 

14 I would thus exclude a more general use of the image of &yaApa, e.g. at 
Plato Tim. 37c (of the heaven), Phdr. 251a (the beloved). 

15 For what follows see esp. my discussion at Philo of Alexandria and the Timaeus 
of Plato, Philosophia Antiqua 44 (Leiden 1986) 332-334, to which I have added 
some more texts. 

16 Anon. Fuchsii (published by R. Fuchs, Rheinisches Museum 49 (1894) 540ff.) 
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Kadarep tı iepov KyaAyo Ev Akponokeı tod ownartoc. The [319] subject 
under discussion here is exactly that found in Philo Somn. 1.32, 
except that Hippocrates localizes the nous in the brain, not the 
heart. The image of the head as acropolis, going back to Plato Tim. 
70a, is also regularly found in Philo (but I do not think there is a 
necessary connection with the metaphor of the shrine or temple).17 
A more general text is found in Epictetus, who with protreptically 
motivated pathos exclaims, Beöv repıyepeig, tdas, xoà &yvosic... kal 
ayaAuatog HEV Tod Beod nAPOVToG ox GV TOAUNOAIC TI TODIWV TOLELV 
àv moteic, and proceeds to compare what man would do if he was 
the statue of Athena or Zeus produced by Phidias.!® Another text, 
predating Philo this time, which contains the idea of the mind as an 
image of a god is found at Cicero, De legibus 1.59: nam qui se ipse 
norit, primum aliquid se habere sentiet divinum ingeniumque in se 
suum sicut simulacrum aliquod dicatum.!? It is also quite well possible 
that Plato's comparison of Socrates with images of Silenus contain- 
ing Evöodev ayaduora Dewv (Symp. 215b) contributed to the develop- 
ment of the idea. 

The concept of man or man's nous as image-bearer, therefore, has 
been drawn by Philo from Greek philosophical sources. This does 
not necessarily mean, however, that also the word ayaApatogopetv is 
taken over from there. As we saw earlier, there is no record of the 
word in the pagan tradition. I am inclined to agree both with the 
Souda, who notes that the word is Philonic,? and the lexicographer 
Stephanus, who in his Thesaurus Linguae Graecae claims that the word 
itself is peculiare et proprium to Philo.?! All other examples of the word 
are found in the Patristic tradition, and a brief examination of these 


1.13; cf. J. Mansfeld's detailed analysis of the doxography of the location of the 
fyeuovixóv in ‘Doxography and Dialectic: the Sitz im Leben of the ‘Placita’, ANRW 
36.4 (1990) 3092-3108, to which I am indebted for this reference. 

17 Cf. Runia op. cit. (n. 14) 306, Mansfeld, art. cit. 3105. Further aspects of 
Philo's use of philosophical sources in his anthropology will not be pursued here 

18 Epictetus 2.8.12, 14, 18, cited by J. Pépin, Idées grecques sur l'homme et sur Dieu 
(Paris 1971) 138 in his discussion of Stoic anthropology. 

! 19 Cited by P. Boyancé in his rich comments on the sources of Philo's Opif., 
‘Etudes Philoniennes’, Revue des Etudes Grecques 76 (1963) 109, who in turn cites an 
earlier 1929 study on the Somnium Scipionis by R. Harder. 

20 S.v. &yaApatopopobpevos, where the comment is appended: ayaAynara ñrot 
TONOVG TOV VONTOV PEPWV Ev tavtõ: OVTWS DiAwv. This comment is obviously based 
on Opif. 18. 

21 1.177, in the edition of Dindorf (Paris 1831-64): this lemma is full of acute 
observations and interesting quotes from early scholars. 
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confirms, I believe, the Philonic inspiration. We take the 10 texts in 
chronological order. 


Athenagoras, De resurrectione 12.6: God has assigned immortality to those who 
bear his image as creator in themselves. This would be the oldest text, if indeed 
this work can be attributed to the Apologist. We shall return to this text 
directly. 

Origen, Commentary on John 10.39, 215.19 Preusschen: Christ’s body as temple 
(John 2:21) may refer to the body he received from the virgin or to his body 
the church, for the church is a temple bearing an image, i.e. Christ as first- 
born of all creation. Note the implicit reference, through the allusion to Col. 
1:15 to the Logos as eikwv 80d. Philo describes man’s body as an image- 
bearing temple at Opif. 137 (cf. also Virt. 188). 

Eusebius uses the term three times. Two examples occur in an extremely high- 
flown oration that he puts in his own mouth (HE 10.4). The eulogized 
Paulinus bears as an image in his soul Christ entire, the Logos, Wisdom, the 
Light, and thus forms a magnificent temple for God the most high (826) .?? In 
more general terms he later describes the soul as having an [320] immortal 
and rational edifice made by the Son in his own image, created so as to be able 
to bear the heavenly Logos as image (856). At Contra Hieroclem 6, 375.28 Kayser, 
he describes how a man specially favoured by God has his mind purified and is 
truly called divine, carrying some great god as an image in his soul (cf. 
especially Philo Opif. 69). 

John Chrysostom, Frag. in Prov. (e catenis), PG 64.728.48: through spiritual 
contemplation the interpreter of scripture will come to know his humanity, so 
that, bearing an image (i.e. the Logos in him), he will enter paradise. 

Three texts in a contemporary of Chrysostom, the monastic writer Nilus of 
Ancyra (PG 79.768A, 829A, 1040C), each concerning the process of acquiring 
and summoning up thoughts (carried as images) in the memory (an important 
subject for monks, whose thoughts may go in troublesome areas). The use of 
ayaAnatopopeiv in these texts may well be inspired by a reading of Philo’s 
description of the architect at Opif. 18 (note further verbal parallels, 
avakaıvileı (Philo évaxivjnoas) in 768A, ceidmAa in 1040C). 

Finally a 6th century text in Leontius of Byzantium, Contra Nestorem et Eutychem 
2, PG 86.1353A): the Logos did not enter its temple when his body was 
completed, but while it was still in the womb, so that then already tò nuetepov, 
i.e. the body in human shape, carried the Logos as an image. 


It is apparent that these texts stand much closer to the usage of the 
term ayadpatogopetv as developed by Philo than the original 
application of the metaphor of the üyaAyuoa as found in the pagan 
philosophical texts. Indeed, except the texts in Nilus, all the 
passages are directly related to some form of Logos exegesis, either 
anthropological (exeg. Gen. 1:26) or Christological (e.g. exeg. Gen. 


22 Also the comparison in the previous section (§25) with Bezaleel, constructor 
of the temple, is clearly inspired by Philo; cf. Leg. 3.95-96, 102, Somn. 1.206-207 
(where, as we saw above, the word &yaAuatopopeiv occurs!). 
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1:26 via Col. 1:15-20) or both. The hypothesis is surely justified that 
the use of the word a@yaApatogopeiv was taken over from Philo and 
transmitted to the Patristic tradition through the Alexandrian tradi- 
tion, where Philo’s works were saved from destruction, and where 
Logos theology played such a prominent role. The first Christian 
author of whom we can be certain that he read Philo, Clement of 
Alexandria, does not use the word in his extant works, but he can be 
said to have prepared the way: in at least four texts he speaks of man 
having a divine ayaAua of the Logos in his soul or being himself an 
üyoAua, with in each case Gen. 1:26 lurking in the background ?? 

Further evidence in favour of our hypothesis of a Philonic origin 
can be found in another example, which is as it were the mirror 
image of the word we are examining. Just as man can carry in his 
body the mind as a divine image, so the soul can be forced to carry 
the body with her around as a corpse. This too is a philosophical 
theme, going back to [321] Heraclitus and Aristotle’s Protrepticus and 
taken up in Platonist tradition, a theme which Philo regularly ex- 
ploits for exegetical purposes.*4 What is interesting for our purposes 
is that the verb vexpogopetv, analogous in construction but opposite 
in meaning to ayaApatogopeiv, is not found in pagan sources, but 
occurs some 8 times in Philo, from whom it is taken over in a rather 
limited way by some Church Fathers.*5 

There is one difficulty confronting our hypothesis, however, and 
that is the example in Athenagoras. If the treatise De resurrectione 
attributed to him is regarded as authentic, we would have an 
example that may well pre-date Clement, since Athenagoras’ other 
remaining work, the Legatio, is in all likelihood be dated to 176, a 
few years before Clement arrived in Alexandria (but we know 
nothing about the date of the Apologist’s death).?6 For nearly 40 


23 Protr. 98.3—4, 121.1, Str. 7.29.5-6, 7.52.2-3. 

24 For details see the excellent analysis by J. Mansfeld, ‘Heraclitus, Empedocles, 
and Others in a Middle Platonist Cento in Philo of Alexandria’, VC 39 (1985) 131- 
156, esp. 140-141, where he calls the verb vexpogopetv ‘expressive’; reprinted in 
Studies in Later Greek Philosophy and Gnosticism (London 1989). 

25 Leg. 3.69, 74, Agr. 25, Migr. 21, Somn. 2.237, Flacc. 159, QG 1.97, 2.12. The 
verb occurs only in the De resurrectione of Methodius (indicating an Origenist 
position), Epiphanius (reporting Methodius) and in the 9th century Theodorus 
Studita. Most exx. of vexpogopocg are not relevant, but note Greg. Naz. Carm. 
1.1.8.116 (PG 37.455A), 1.2.14.64 (760A). 

26 Taking the chronology of A. Méhat, Études sur les ‘Stromates’ de Clement 
d Alexandrie, Patristica Sorbonensia 7 (Paris 1966) 42-47, as our basis for Clement. 
On the date of the Legatio see R. M. Grant, Greek Apologists of the Second Century 
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years now, however, ever since a famous article of Robert Grant, this 
work’s authenticity has been the subject of lively scholarly contro- 
versy. Grant noted that the attribution was not made until the 
10th century, and argued that the work is addressed to a Christian 
audience, attacks the position of Origen, and should be dated to the 
3rd or 4th century.?” Schoedel did not find all his arguments equally 
convincing, but nevertheless concluded that 'either Athenagoras 
anticipated in a remarkable way the theological developments of a 
later period, or the treatise is not by Athenagoras'.?? Gallicet also 
concluded that the treatise was inauthentic, but disagreed with the 
two previous scholars in preferring to date it before the Origenist 
controversy and regarding it as primarily directed, like the works of 
the apologists, towards a pagan audience.?? The majority opinion 
appears to remain, however, on the side of those who support the 
traditional attribution. Both Barnard and, more recently, Pouderon 
have argued vigorously for authenticity, and this view is essential for 
the monographs that they have both written on the Apologist.3° The 
article published by the French scholar in this journal is of parti- 
cular interest to us, because it specifically addresses the question of 
the vocabulary and terminology used by the author or authors of the 
two works.?! Outlining his method, Pouderon takes as his starting- 
point the index in Schwartz's edition, of which, we are told, 202 
words are used only once in either the one of the other treatise, but 
not in both. The study of their usage, he claims, cannot be 'révéla- 
trice' for a comparative study. On the other hand 98 are used more 
than once in either treatise, and 69 are used at least once in both. 30 
of these are significant: a brief analysis reveals 'rapprochements ... 
frappants', and even if these do not prove the author of [322] both 


(Philadelphia 1988) 100. 

?7 R. M. Grant, 'Athenagoras or Pseudo-Athenagoras', Harvard Theological 
Review 47 (1954) 121-129. 

28 W. R. Schoedel, Athenagoras Legatio and De Resurrectione, Oxford Early 
Christian Texts (Oxford 1972), quote at xxviii. 

?9 E. Gallicet, 'Atenagora o Pseudo-Atenagora?', Rivista di Filologia 104 (1976) 
420—435, 'Ancora sulla Pseudo-Atenagora', Rivista di Filologia 105 (1977) 21-42. 

30 L. W. Barnard, Athenagoras: a Study in Second Century Christian Apologetic, 
Theologie Historique 18 (Paris 1972), and also ‘Notes on Athenagoras’, Latomus 
31 (1972), esp. 418ff.; B. Pouderon, Athénagore d’Athenes, philosophe chretien, Théo- 
logie historique 82 (Paris 1989); see further J.-M. Vernander, ‘Celse et l’attribu- 
tion a Athenagore d’un ouvrage sur la résurrection des morts’, Mélanges de Science 
Religieuse 35 (1978) 125-132. 

31 B. Pouderon, ‘L’authenticité du Traité sur la Résurrection attribué à l’apolo- 
giste Athénagore’, VC 40 (1986) 226-244. 


VERBA PHILONICA AND ATHENAGORAS’ DE RESURRECTIONE 113 


works is the same man, at least they demonstrate that the two works 
belong to the same epoch and milieu, namely the end of the 2nd 
century.?? The methodology here seems basically sound. It is next to 
impossible to draw hard conclusions about authorship and authen- 
ticity through the comparison of vocabulary, as Douglas Young once 
notoriously demonstrated, when he demolished an attempt to argue 
for the separate authorship of the Jliad and the Odyssey by com- 
paring the parallel example of the poems of John Milton.?? There is, 
however, an exceptional case. What if we found a Miltonic poem of 
dubious authorship in which a word such as ‘bicycle’ or ‘software’ 
occurred, i.e. a word that the poet could not have used? Would this 
not have consequences for the question of authenticity? This is the 
case that we have to bear in mind for the two Athenagorean works. 

We return to the text that is causing the trouble. In De resurrectione 
12 the author argues that man, as created by the creator, is not 
made for no good reason, nor for the use of the creator himself or 
other creatures, but rather for his own sake and through the 
goodness that is generally revealed in the work of creation. This has 
consequences for the length of man’s life: he is not made to be an 
ephemeral creature. The text continues (§12.6) :*4 


EPTETOIG yàp, oipar, kal TTHVOIS koi vnktoig ñ Kal koivótepov Eineiv not toig 
GAGYOIS thv tovadtnv Conv c&néveev Bedc, toig ÖE adTOV £v EaVTOIC 
AYAALATOPOPODGL TOV NOLNTHV vov TE GVVENIWEPOHEVOIG kai AOYLKTIS KploEews 
peporpapévorg Thv £ic Kel Siapoviyv ANEKÄNPWOEV 0 TOIMOOG, iva YIV@GKOVTEG TOV 
EAVTOV TOUNTHV Kai thv tovtov Sdvaptv TE kai oopiav vong TE GUVETOMEVOL Kal 
Siky todto1g ovvbiaiwviCwow Gmóvoc, ois thv npoAaßodoav Exparuvav Conv 
Kalnep Ev POaptoic Kal ynivoic Óvtec oópaot. 

For God has assigned this fleeting form of life, I think, to snakes, birds, and 
fish, or, to speak more generally, to all irrational creatures; but the Maker has 
allotted an unending existence to those who bear his image as creator in 
themselves, are gifted with intelligence, and share the faculty for rational 
discernment, so that they, knowing their Maker and his power and wisdom and 
complying with law and justice, might live without distress eternally with the 
powers by which they governed their former life, even though they were in 
corruptible and earthly bodies. 


In his edition Schoedel see a reference to Gen. 1:26 in the part of 


32 Ibid. 232-234. 

33 D. Young, ‘Miltonic Light on Professor Denys Page's Homeric Theory’, in A 
Clear Voice: Douglas Young Poet and Polymath (Loanhead 1975) 107-120 (of which I 
was reminded by J. Mansfeld). 

34 Translation by W. Schoedel (slightly modified: he omits to translate the 
words tov rout which are the predicate of &yaApatogopodtet). 
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the sentence which speaks of man ‘bearing the image (ayaApato- 
popodcı) of God as creator in themselves’, and this is surely right.?5 
Because man is created kat’ cixdva Beod, he can be said to be or 
have the eikwv of God, and this is effectuated through the gift of 
rational thought, through the [323] exercise of which man may en- 
sure his never-ending existence. The author does not allude directly 
to the Logos theology developed at Alexandria. In fact his statement 
is much more reminiscent of Philo’s exegesis of Gen. 1:26 at Opif. 69 
(in spite of the fact that his doctrine of man, with its emphasis on 
the reciprocity of body and soul in man, is diametrically opposed to 
Philo’s view). Precisely here lies the problem. 

We have in fact a dilemma. If our hypothesis on the reception of 
the verbum Philonicum ayoApatogopety is correct, then the author of 
this treatise will have derived it directly or indirectly from Philo (the 
similarity to Opif. 69 suggests the former). Since at the time of 
Athenagoras the only access to Philo's works in the Christian tradi- 
tion was, as far as we can be certain, via the Alexandrian catechetical 
school, either Athenagoras gained an acquaintance with the Philo- 
nic heritage in Alexandria, or the work is not his. If the work is to be 
dated to the 3rd or early 4th century, then there is no problem, for 
after Origen's move to Caesarea in 233 Philo's works began to be 
more widely circulated, and moreover, as we saw above, the term in 
question had begun to circulate in Christian writings themselves. 

Now there is a very solid tradition, supported by almost all scho- 
lars that Athenagoras hailed from Athens where he presented his 
petition to the Emperors (in the title he is called 'A0nvatiog q1Aó6- 
cogoc). In his recent monograph Pouderon examines the scanty 
evidence available on his life and concludes:?? ‘Ainsi, ce qui parait 
établi avec le plus de certitude reste encore ce qu'Athénagore nous 
dit de lui-méme dans le titre de la Supplique: athénien d'origine ou 
de coeur (pourquoi en douter?), ayant recu une formation philo- 
sophique, puis s'étant converti au christianisme, il a voulu mettre ses 
compétences au service de la foi...' On the basis of this position it is 
not hard to decide which horn of the dilemma to choose. 

There is. however, a tenuous ancient tradition connecting Athen- 
agoras with Alexandria that we must not overlook. The rather unre- 
liable 5th century Church historian Philip of Side is reported in a 


35 Schoedel op. cit. (n. 28) 116. 
36 Pouderon, of. cit. (n. 30) 35. 
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14th century codex to have declared that Athenagoras was the first 
head of the school in Alexandria, flourishing in the times of 
Hadrian and Antoninus, to whom he addressed his Embassy. He 
embraced Christianity while wearing the garb of a philosopher, and 
became the teacher of Clement, whose pupil in turn was Pan- 
taenus.?’ There are two obvious mistakes here. The Embassy is 
addressed to Marcus Aurelius [324] and his son Commodus, and we 
know from Eusebius that Pantaenus was the teacher of Clement, not 
his pupil. This makes one disinclined to give the rest of the report 
any credence. One scholar who does take it seriously is Barnard. He 
argues that, even if Athenagoras may not have been head of the 
school, he may have spent some time in Alexandria.?? He then con- 
tinues: “Another small pointer in the Alexandrian direction is 
Athenagoras' use of the Philonic terms Evdeov nveðua and Exotacic 
Aoyıcyuod in Leg. 9; direct use of Philo by early Christian writers 
seems to have been confined to those associated with Alexandria.’ 
The argument’s method is sound, but the parallels, though not with- 
out interest, are of insufficient precision and weight to sustain it.°9 
Pouderon is prepared to admit the possibility of a sojourn of 
Athenagoras in Alexandria, but purely as a hypothesis, not based on 
any proof.? 

The dilemma therefore does not admit of a straightforward 
resolution. But since there is no evidence of any connection with 
Alexandrian theology in Athenagoras’ Legatio, and any connections 
of the apologist with the city are entirely speculative, the probability 
is, in our view, in favour of the second horn of the dilemma, namely 
that the De resurrectione is not his and is not to be dated to the second 
century, but rather to a later period, when the tradition of Alex- 
andrian theology, decisively influenced by the reception of the 
Philonic corpus, spread out from Alexandria to a wider audience in 
the early Christian world.4! This accounts most satisfactorily for its 


37 Text at PG 39.229; see further translation at Pouderon op. cit. 21-22. 

38 Barnard, op. cit. (n. 30) 13-17. 

39 Here one must agree with Pouderon, op. cit. 29. 

40 As admitted at op. cit. 35. The argument that the Legatio reveals a suspiciously 
great interest in matters Egyptian (26-29) is tenuous. Literary tourism was com- 
mon in the ancient world, and even claims to autopsy have to be treated with 
caution. 

41 The treatise could be of Alexandrian origin, as suggested by the reference to 
camels in 12.2; cf. Barnard, of. cit. 15, Pouderon, op. cit. 29 (who use this as 
evidence for an Alexandrian sojourn of Athenagoras). 
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use of the idiosyncratic verbum Philonicum ayadpatogopety, else- 
where recorded for the first time in the Patristic tradition in Origen. 

It so happens that the text cited above from the De resurrectione 
contains another verbum Philonicum, namely the verb ovvóvovoviGew 
(‘to exist or live eternally together with ...’).42 Not found in pagan 
literature, it occurs four times in Philo (Mos. 2.108, Spec. 1.31, 76, 
Virt. 71). Pseudo-Athenagoras (as I would prefer) had a fondness for 
the word, for it occurs no less than three times, in 12.6, 15.8, 25.4). 
Elsewhere the first recorded instances are in Athanasius, Theodorus 
of Heraclea and the Cappadocians. Once again the trajectory of 
Philo-Alexandria-spread of the Alexandrian tradition is plausible, 
although this word is far less idiosyncratic and less securely coupled 
to a specific theme than the one that has occupied our attention so 
far. It lends support to our argument that the De resurrectione is not 
likely to be the work of a second-century author. 

This article is dedicated to the editor of this journal on his 
reaching [325] the Psalmist’s milestone of ‘three score and ten years’. 
The author hopes that its modest result will be of interest to a 
scholar with such an enviable knowledge of both Philo and the 
Apologetic and Alexandrian traditions of Patristic thought. May he 
accept it as a token of profound gratitude and admiration. 


42 It differs from the exx. given above in that its novelty is determined by the 
addition of prepositional prefixes. 
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PHILO AND ORIGEN: A PRELIMINARYSURVEY 


1. The ambitions of this paper are modest. Some time ago I 
received a request to furnish a volume for the series Compendia 
Rerum Iudaicarum ad Novum Testamentum. The task entrusted to 
me was to give a survey of the state of research on the use of Philo in 
the Christian tradition. Clearly one the most prominent Church 
Fathers who was well acquainted with Philo was Origen. So I had no 
choice but to come to grips with the scholarship that has been 
carried out on the subject of Origen’s use of Philo. To my surprise I 
discovered that, despite the vast amount of literature on both 
authors, the status quaestionis on the relation between them was in 
fact in a state of some disarray. In my paper I shall say a few words 
about this, and at the same time give some pointers to what I regard 
as the more important aspects of the subject. 


2. First, however, it is opportune to emphasize how much students 
of Philo owe to the great master and patron of this colloquium. It 
can be said beyond all reasonable doubt that the preservation of 
Philo’s writings as we have them today is due to the intervention of 
Origen himself. Had he not taken copies of Philo’s treatises with 
him when he moved from Alexandria to Caesarea in 233, then these 
would have gone lost, together with the remainder of the Hellenis- 
tic-Jewish literature of Alexandria. Philo had a place in Origen’s 
library. These books were rescued by Pamphilus and consulted by 
Eusebius when writing his Church history. They were preserved for 
posterity when Bishop Euzoius of Caesarea had them transferred to 
parchment in about 375. In a fascinating article presented at the 
famous Lyon colloque on Philo Father Barthelémy showed that 
mysterious Rabbinical alterations in a family of medieval Philonic 
manuscripts could be traced back to surreptitious activity by a Rabbi 
in Origen’s scriptorium, probably to be identified as Origen’s friend 
Rabbi Hoshai'a.! 


l Philon d'Alexandrie: Lyon 11—15 Septembre 1966: colloques nationaux du Centre 
National de la Recherche Scientifique (Paris 1967) 45—78 
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But back to Origen himself. The question that must be posed is 
why Origen took the trouble to take all those rolls or codices with 
him. What was Philo doing in his library? This question becomes all 
the more pressing if we take into account the evidence of Gregory 
Thaumaturgus, whose letter of thanks informs us about the 
curriculum of the school at Caesarea.? After initial training in 
dialectic, physics, geometry, astronomy and ethics, the pupil moves 
on to theology, for which first the texts of ancient philosophers and 
poets are read, followed by the scriptures. In a beautiful passage 
Gregory describes how Origen was given the remarkable spiritual 
gift of penetrating into the meaning of God's prophets (8173-183) .3 
But where was the place for Philo in this programme, if Origen 
moved straight from the philosophers to scripture? [334] 


3. But if we want to know more about what Origen did with the 
Philonic books in his library, first scholarly foundations have to be 
laid. It must be said that this has been very patchily done, especially 
when compared to the way that references and allusions to Philo in 
the Clementine corpus have been dealt with. The annotations in the 
Origen texts of the GCS and SC series are very incomplete, and also 
hard to consult because indices are usually lacking. The best list, 
oddly enough, is probably to be found in Cohn and Wendland’s text 
of Philo, which in the apparatus criticus lists some 99 cross- 
references to Origen.* The necessary tools required in order to 
make a sound study of the question of Origen's use of and debt to 
Philo are simply not available. There is thus no chance that the 
outstanding analysis recently made of Clement's use of Philo in the 
Stromateis could be emulated for Origen at the present moment.? 


? [n Origenem oratio panegyrica (= CPG 1763). There is no need here to go into 
the dispute about whether the work really is Gregory's or not. 

3 Interestingly this very section contains reminiscences of Philonic themes: (1) 
8176 the concept of friend of God to whom oracles are given or made clear (for 
Philo the great example being Moses, cf. Opif. 5, 8, Cher. 49, but also Abraham, 
Abr. 273); (2) 8183 the negative interpretation of ‘working the soil’ (Gen 4:2; cf. 
QG 2.66, Sacr. 51, Agr. 21; unfortunately the section of the Allegorical Commen- 
tary dealing with this text is lost). 

4 But these too are not indexed; I hope to supply an index in a forthcoming 
issue of The Studia Philonica Annual. 

5 A. van den Hoek, Clement of Alexandria and his Use of Philo in the Stromateis: an 
Early Christian Reshaping of a Jewish Model (Leiden 1988). The analysis is largely 
based on the apparatus of Stählin and Früchtel in the GCS edition. 
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Let me illustrate with a couple of interesting examples. In 1952 
the Swiss scholar Merki published a useful study on the subject of 
ópotooi Bew (becoming like unto God) in Gregory of Nyssa and his 
predecessors. Ten pages are devoted to Philo, fifteen to Clement, 
but only three to Origen.® He concludes that the theme plays only a 
subordinate role in Origen’s thought. Quite rightly Crouzel’ took 
him to task for this judgment. In fact this originally Platonic but also 
quintessentially Philonic theme is of central importance in Origen’s 
theology and anthropology. The reason for the mistake is not far to 
seek. For Philo Merki could use the indices of Leisegang, for Cle- 
ment the indices of Stahlin, but for Origen he was empty-handed. 
Similarly we might be inclined to be lenient towards De Lange, 
whose treatment of Origen’s use of Philo in his otherwise fine study 
on Origen and the Jews is somewhat disappointing. He too hardly 
had access to tools which could give him a sound start in presenting 
an adequate discussion. But he does stick his neck out and declare 
that ‘Philo’s influence on Origen has been much exaggerated by 
some recent writers’.? This statement seems to me to be premature, 
given the state of scholarly investigation of the subject. 1° 


4. Turning now to our subject proper, the first point I would like to 
make concerns the direct references to Philo in Origen's works. 
These occur rather more frequently than is generally thought. I 
have prepared the following list, the completeness of which cannot 
be guaranteed, but is certainly more extensive than most scholars 
hitherto have thought: 


6 H. Merki, ‘OMOIQZIZ @EQI: von der platonischen Angleichung an Gott zur 
Gottähnlichkeit bei Gregor von Nyssa (Freiburg in der Schweiz 1952). 

7 H. Crouzel, Theologie de l'image de Dieu chez Origéne (Paris 1956) 261. 

8 One modern tool would now be very helpful, i.e. the splendid volume of the 
Biblia Patristica devoted to Origen. 

9 N. De Lange, Origen on the Jews: Studies in Jewish-Christian Relations in Third- 
Century Palestine (Cambridge 1976) 16. 

10 But we should make allowance for the fact that he focusses on Origen's con- 
tact with living Judaism, to which Philo, of course, does not belong. see id 12. 
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* References to Philo in Origen 


Named references 


Al. C. Cels. 4.51: doxei 6€ por kai &knxoévar Sti éoti ovyypåppata xepi- 
Exovra tac tod vópov GAANyopiac, ünep ei &veyvóket, ODK Gv £Aeyev: at 
YOOV SOKODGAL nepi ADTOV GAANHYoptar yeypapdaı noAd tæv PHB aioyiovuc eici 
Kai &tonotepar, Ta undayn wnSapGc &ppooOfjvar dSvvaneva Oovpaotfi tıvı Kai 
ravtaraciv varct popi ovvantovoar Eoıke 5é nepi tv PiAwvos 
OVYYPAPLWatwOV tata Aéyew ñ Kai TOV Et APXALOTEP@V, droid éott tà 'Apuoro- 
BovAov. 


A2. C. Cels. 6.21: ko tò 080v õè eivor toic Woxais £c yv koi ano yñç Ké)ooç pév 
Kata IMatwva onor yiveodaı 51a tov nAaviitwv: Mwücnig 5é, 6 àpxoiótatoc 
huv TPOOHTNS, £v öyeı TOD narpıapyov huv 'Toxo qno Ewpachaı Ociov 
EVÖTVIOV, KAILAKa “EIS ODpavov” qgÜGvovcav Kal AyyEAoug “tod Oeod” 
avaßatvovras xoi kataßatvovrag En’ ADTIS, TOV SE KUPLOV ENEOTNPLYHEVOV èni 
[335] toic &xpotg adtiic (Gen. 28:12-13), eite tadta eive tive petCova todtav 
aivırrönevog Ev tQ nepi tç KAipaKoc Adyw: nepi fig Kal tH Pidovı 
ovvreraxtaı BiBAiov, &E1ov mpovipov Kai ovvetfjg napa toig ọpıÀ- 
aAndeoıv E&eräaceoc. 


A3. Comm. Matt. XV 3: xai DiAov é, Ev roAAoig t&v eis tov Movoéog 
vopov ovvtaéeav adtod EdDÖOKıHWV Kal napa ovvetoic &vdpcot, 
onoiv èv BiBi à oÚroç éxéypawev: Ilepi tod tò xyeipov tH Kpeittovi 
pıdleiv éxitiPecOar, Sti ‘ESevvovyıohiivaı Ev Gpeivov ñ npóc ovvovoíag 
ékvópovg Avttav’ (i.e. Det. 176). 


Anonymous references 


Bl. C. Cels. 5.55: obSév ttov kai nepi tovtov (i.e. Gen. 6:2) toig Svvapévotc 
akovetv npopntıkod BovAnuatog netoopev Ott Kal TOV TPO hH@V ttc tato 
åvýyayev eis TOV nepi WoYHv Aóyov, Ev éniðvuig yevopuévov TOD Ev CMPATL 
&vOpónov Biov, ünep TponoAoy@v Éqaoke AeAéy0ox “Ovyatépacs advOpanwv” (cf. 
Gig. 6ff.). 


B2. C. Cels. 7.20: Dapev toivvv Ott ó vópog ÖLTTög otv, 0 LEV ttg TPOG PHTOV ó SE 
npög SiGA.VO1lav, WG Kal TOV TPO nv twec Eöldabav. 


B3. Sel. Gen. 27, PG 12.97: "xoi ovvetéAcoev ò Bede Ev tH nuépa tH Exty tà Epya 
adtod a Enoinoev” (Gen. 2:2). HÒN tives &tonov dbroAapBavovtes tov Ogóv 
ÖLKNIV oixoóópou HN diapKécavtos xopig NHEP@V mÀg8gióvov NANPHOaL NV 
oikoðouhv èv nAetoot NUEPÜILG TeTEAEKEVAL TOV xóopov, pasiv bq’ £v návta 
yeyov&vaı, Kal évtedBev todto KatacKkevaCovow : Évekev È taEews Olovtat TOV 
KATAAOYOV TOV NLEPAV eipfjoOo kai TOV Ev atate yevopévov (cf. Opif. 13, 67). 


B4. Sel. Gen. 44, PG 12.129: t@v pév xpd hpv EtHPHGE tic, bt 6 po óc 
EOTLV O tà YEVEGEMS &yanàv TPAYHATa kal thv NHEPOV tis yevésoews adtTOD 
&noóeyópevog (this text from the Catenae may well be merely a paraphrase B10 
cited below). 


B5. Hom. Exod. II 2: Sed quid dicit Scriptura? Timebant, inquit, (Ex. 1:17). Istas 


obsetrices dixerunt ante nos quidam rationabilis eruditionis formam tenere... 
(cf. Her. 128) 
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B6. Hom. Lev. VIII 6: de hoc (Lev. 13:12-14) quidam etiam ante me dixerunt 
colorem vivum indicare rationem vitae, quae in homine est... (cf. Deus 125f.) 


B7. Hom. Num. IX 5: quidam tamen ex iis, qui ante nos interpretati sunt locum 
hunc, memini quod mortuos dixerunt eos qui nimietate scelerum in peccatis 
suis mortui intelleguntur, viventes autem eos qui in operibus vitae perman- 
serint (cf. Her. 201, Somn. 2.234). 


B8. Hom. Jos. XVI: etiam ante nos quidam observantes notarunt in scripturis, 
quia presbyteri vel seniores non ex eo appellantur, quod longaevam dixerint 
vitam, sed pro maturitate sensus et gravitate vitae veneranda hac appellatione 
decorentur... (cf. Sobr. 16ff.). 


B9. Hom. Jer. XIV 5: xv npó épod dE tig énéBoAe To tóno Aéyov 611 tota. 
EAEYEV OD npóc tny LNTEPA thv GWLATLKHV, GAAG poç tiv UNTEPO thy yevvàcav 
npoqQntac. Tic SE YEVVG npogrita; n copia tod Heod. (cf. Conf. 49). 


B10. Comm. Matt. X 22: xoà Ev yevedAtoız de napavouov Bac ebovtog adtav 
Aóyov ópyobvta, Wo &péoxew ékeivo tQ Aóyo TAG KIVNGEIG AOT@V. ETHPNOE HEV 
obv tig TOV TPO hpv thv avayeypappéevyv év Teveoeı Tod Dapaw yevebArov 
(Gen. 40:20) kai Öınynoato ötı ó paoc tà YEVEGEWS AYANOV npåyuata 
eoptaCer yevéðiov. nueig dE An’ EKEIVoD tadtnv edpdvtec AYOopuNvV En’ 
ODSELIAS ypo«fic EDpouev bo Sikaiov yevéBAL1ov &youévnv (cf. Ebr. 208). 


Bill. Comm. Matt. XVII 17: tOv pév xpd ñu@v noınoag tic BıßAia vóuov 
iep@v GAAnNyopiac, tàs wonepei àvOpononaOf napıoracag AéSei tòv Heov 
dinyobuevog kai tac tò Helov adtod gugatvovdouc, Evi HEV pnt Expnoato nepi 
TOD WS dvO8ponov AéyeoBan eivaı tov Bedv &vOpónovc oixovopobvta, tQ 
‘Etponopopnoé og Kóptog Ó Beöc Sov ac el TIG tporogopfjcot ávOponoc | TOV VLOV 
abtod’ (Deut. 1:31), Evi Sè nepi tod un óc &vOpwnov eivai tov Heöv, tà “ox Oç 
&vOpmnos ó Beög StaptnOfivar’ (Num. 23:9, cf. Deus 53-54). [336] 


B12. Comm. Matt. ad 25:30: oxötog è éEdtepdv gnaw, Evda ovdeic pwtiopds 
EOTIV, TAXA uv OVSE GMPATIKdc, Navtws è OddSepia Eniokonn Belov potós... 
forsitan... forsitan et propter aliam causam (quam nos ignoramus), quoniam 
legimus aliquem qui fuit ante nos exponentem de tenebris abyssi et dicentem 
quoniam abyssus est extra mundum foris et tenebrae (cf. Opif. 32). 


B13. Comm. Joh. VI 25: $vvwa xot Boc oiviocsoai tives DretdAngact thv 
TOV yuxàv káloðov &ri tà COHpata, Üvyatépac &vOpanwv tponikótepov TO yHivov 
oxfjvoc Aéygo0o1 vreiAngotreg (cf. C. Cels. 5.55 = above Bl) 


From the list it appears that, though Origen refers to Philo explicitly 
only three times (once less than Clement does), there are at least 12 
or 13 anonymous references.!! Some of these texts refer to people in 
the plural, but it is well known that such references in ancient 
literature often have only a single author in mind.!? The words 


11 Depending on whether we regard B4 as a separate item. 
1? But a vexed question lies concealed here. It is abundantly clear from Philo's 


122 CHAPTER SIX 


indicated in bold type show how Origen speaks about Philo. It 
emerges that he regards him above all as a predecessor in the 
interpretation of scripture. He is described as an interpreter (B7), 
teacher (B2) and expositor (B12). He is praised for his sharp per- 
ception (cf. B8, 11). He supplies the exegete with ideas that can be 
further pursued (B10). His views are held in respect by intelligent 
men (A3), among whom Origen is clearly to be included. 

It is moreover apparent that nearly all the texts deal directly with 
scriptural exegesis in one way or another. The only exception is the 
striking text just referred to (A3), where Origen cites an aphoristic 
statement by Philo encouraging the drastic act which he himself had 
carried out many years before. Against Celsus Philo is invoked in 
general terms on account of his allegorization of scripture (Al). In 
two other texts (B2, 11) general statements are made about the prin- 
ciples of allegorical interpretation. The remainder of the passages 
concern specific exegesis of scriptural texts, and in most cases 
allegorical interpretation of one kind or another is involved (an 
exception is B12). 


5. It is not surprising, therefore, that most scholars have seen 
Philo's influence on Origen operating predominantly in the area of 
allegorical exegesis. Especially during the fifties and early sixties this 
was a lively area of controversy, engaging scholars of the calibre of 
De Lubac, Wolfson, Daniélou, Hanson, Grant, and Crouzel. The 
discussions centred on a number of well-known texts in Book IV of 
the De principiis, notably on the triple sense of scripture (2.3) and 
absurdity of the first chapters of Genesis if taken literally (3.1). The 
question was: to what extent was Origen dependent on Philo, and if 
so, to what extent was that influence pernicious in its effect? An 
interesting division of opinion emerged. Those scholars who re- 
garded Origen primarily as a man of the Church tended to play 
down his relation to Philonism. Those, on the other hand, who 
viewed him above all as a systematic theologian or even as a philo- 
sopher, regarded the influence as considerable. No consensus was 
reached, but by way of illustration I briefly mention two views. For 


writings that he had numerous exegetical predecessors (and perhaps contempo- 
raries). Would Origen have had access to some of these Judaeo-Alexandrian 
exegetes? We cannot be sure, but the fact that in Al he mentions only Philo and 
Aristobulus, who happen to be the only names we know, is surely suggestive. He 
may have learnt about Aristobulus from Clement. 
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Danielou the heart of Origen’s interpretation of scripture lay in its 
Christocentric emphasis, yielding a typological understanding of the 
Old Testament. Philo’s influence made its presence felt above all in 
two areas: (1) Origen’s desire to read meaning into every single 
word of scripture; (2) his inclination to revert to allegorical exegesis 
focusing on the moral life of the soul. Both tendencies Danielou 
found dubious and regrettable.!? Hanson too reached a [337] basical- 
ly negative conclusion. He saw Philo as in large part responsible for 
the fact that ‘in one important respect Origen’s thought remained 
outside the Bible and never penetrated within it’, namely in his 
failure to appreciate the significance of history.!? 

Can further progress be made on this subject? A first step would 
be, I submit, to go back to the texts and determine more precisely in 
what ways Origen is indebted to Philo and in what ways not. This will 
be by no means an easy task, for Origen does not merely cite Philo, 
but always adapts him to the particular concern of the moment. 
Moreover he most often relies on his memory, and this is not always 
exact. For example in text B11, where the conceptuality is perfectly 
Philonic, he substitutes Deut. 1:31 for the text that Philo always uses, 
Deut. 8:5. Is this done on purpose because he thinks his own text is 
better, or does he mistakenly think this was the text present in his 
source? 


6. But it is time to go on to our next question. Is the use of Philo by 
Origen confined to the area of biblical, and particularly allegorical, 
interpretation, or does it extend further than that? Or reformulated: 
is Philonism in Origen something that lies fairly close to the surface, 
or does it penetrate into the deeper structure of his thought? Most 
scholars incline to the first position rather than the second, but I 
wonder whether this is on the right track. Let me illustrate with yet 
another example. 

In the introduction to his monograph, Theologie de l'image de Dieu 
chez Origéne, Crouzel affirms:!5 


The theme of the image of God of which we speak here is found 
throughout almost all the ancient Christian writers and in them it 
often occupies a place of considerable importance... The place of 


13 Best summary of his position in his article on Origen in Dictionnaire de la 
Bible. Supplément, vol. 6 (Paris 1960) 884—908, esp. 898—902. 

14 R. P. C. Hanson, Allegory and Event (London 1959) 363. 

15 Op. cit. (n. 7) 11 (my translation). 
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the theme in the doctrine of Origen is just as central as in his 
predecessors and successors, and it touches on all the aspects of his 
personality, exegesis, spirituality and theology. It represents in effect 
the exegesis of several scriptural texts, especially Col. 1:15 on Christ 
the Image, and Gen. 1:26-27 on the creation of man according to 
the image. The account of the participation of man in the image of 
God, a participation which develops until reaching resemblance in 
the intimate union with Christ, is bound up with the Alexandrian’s 
entire doctrine of spirituality. Finally the Platonist and Stoic philo- 
sophies have played a role in the elaboration of the theme which 
should not be neglected. 


Conspicuous by his absence in this paragraph is Philo. Just like in 
Gregory’s letter the philosophers are mentioned and scripture is 
given its rightful place at the centre, but there is no room for Philo. 
This, I submit, is incorrect. The biblical texts are central, I agree, but 
the Platonism that Origen reads into them is mediated via Philo. 
From him is derived the singularly important notion that man is not 
created as the direct image of God, but kat’ eikova, according to 
God’s image, who is the Logos. And how is this being ‘according to 
the image’ to be interpreted? Once again Origen looks to Philo. 
Man’s ‘image-relation’ to the Logos and ultimately to God exists 
primarily in respect of his spiritual or intellectual nature. Indeed a 
closer examination of texts would show that Origen actually 
sharpens up Philo’s emphases on this point in the direction of a 
thorough-going anti-corporealism. 


7. My own position, at present, is that Origen’s debt to Philonism 
should be brought under at least two headings. Firstly, Philo shows 
him the way to [338] integrate his Platonizing philosophical presup- 
positions into his reading of scripture. This is done at a general level 
by means of the spiritual method of reading scripture, and at a 
particular level in the reading of various, sometimes very important, 
biblical texts. Secondly, the central focus of Origen’s spirituality on 
the understanding and interpretation of scripture is a direct 
continuation of Philo’s thought. I cannot express this better than it 
has been done by Andrew Louth:!6 ‘As with Philo, the understand- 
ing of Scripture is the medium of union with the Word... Under- 
standing Scripture is not for Origen simply an academic exercise but 
a religious experience’. 


16 A. Louth, The Origins of the Christian Mystical Tradition (Oxford 1981) 64. 
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In addition to these two heading, however, I wonder whether a 
third should still be added. Origen’s Platonism, so to speak, is 
founded on the division between the supra-sensible and corporeal. 
Its focus, however, is not on the intelligible world or the divine nous, 
but rather on the pre-existent Logos, who took on human form in 
the guise of the incarnated Christ. The question is whether in the 
final analysis Origen’s thought is Logos-centred or Christ-centred. I 
realize that a larger question than this can hardly be posed. But if 
the former were the case, would this not encourage us to maximize 
rather than minimize the impact of Philonism on his thought? 


8. In conclusion I want briefly to return to the problem raised 
earlier on: why was Philo not given an explicit place in the educa- 
tional programme of Origen’s school at Caesarea? One possible 
answer would be that given by Conybeare nearly a century ago, who 
argued that Origen was embarrassed to find himself indebted to a 
Jewish predecessor, and thus concealed the source of his quota- 
tions.17 I am not persuaded by this approach. A vital clue is gained if 
we look at the way that Origen refers to his predecessor Clement. 
He never cites him by name, but does refer to him in terms such tic 
TOV TPO tuv and sicut quidam tradunt.!8 Both times Origen is refer 
ring to interpretations of scripture, and the formulae used are pre- 
cisely the same as those used for Philo (cf. our list above). Appa- 
rently Origen sees little need to distinguish between Clement and 
Philo as honoured predecessors in the task of elucidating scripture. 

There was thus also no need to give Philo an explicit place in the 
school programme. The customary procedure was assumed. When 
the scriptures were opened and the task of interpretation began, it 
was a matter of course that the views of earlier interpreters were 
taken into account. Philo stands as one of a long line of inspired 
exegetes, a status only a little below that of the prophets themselves. 
Philo has in fact been adopted as an honorary Church Father. For 
this reason he had a place in Origen’s library, and, as a direct result 
of this inclusion, his works have survived to this day. 


17 F. C. Conybeare, Philo About the Contemplative Life (Oxford 1895) 328. 
18 Both examples given by H. Crouzel, Origéne (Paris 1985) 25, referring to 
Comm. Matt. XIV 2, Comm. Rom. I 1. 
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"WHERE, TELL ME, IS THE JEW...?’: 
BASIL, PHILO AND ISIDORE OF PELUSIUM 


The series of nine homilies which Basil of Caesarea delivered before 
his congregation, probably during the period of Lent in 378 A.D., 
represents the first Christian work specifically dedicated to the 
exegesis of the Mosaic creation account that has survived.! As its 
name indicates, it describes the first six days of creation. No doubt 
Basil's audience, which at least partly consisted of tradesmen and 
other humble folk,? were dazzled by the display of language and 
learning which the bishop placed at the service of scriptural 
interpretation. But in one respect they may have been disappointed. 
The ninth homily is devoted to the works of the sixth day, but 
concentrates primarily on the creation of the animals, as its title 
IIepi xepooiwv indicates. What about the creation of man, the crown 
and climax of God's creative work? Basil recognizes the danger. In 
the final section of the homily he admits that he can imagine a 
complaint of his listeners along the following lines: ‘we have been 
instructed about the animals that belong to us, but we are still 
unaware of who we are ourselves’ (9.6, 87B). So in this final section 
he gives a cursory exegesis of the celebrated text Gen. 1:26-27. But 
not all aspects can be dealt with. The question of how man can said 
to possess the image of God and to participate in his resemblance 
will have to be postponed to another time (9.6, 88C). Alas, Basil was 
already gravely ill when he wrote these words, and he did not live to 
fulfil his promise.? 


1 J. C. M. van Winden, Art. 'Hexaemeron', RAC14 (1988) 1260. But note also, 
prior to Basil, the chapters of Theophilus of Antioch’s Ad Autolycum 2.10-19 
devoted to a literal interpretation of the seven days of creation. 

2 On Basil's audience see now R. Lim, ‘The Politics of Interpretation in Basil of 
Caesarea’s Hexaemeron’, VC 44 (1990) 361f. 

3 We assume with the majority of scholars that the two additional homilies On 
the origin of man (Clavis Patrum Graecorum 3215-16) are in their present form not 
the work of Basil himself. As H. Horner (cited tbid.) has suggested, they may be 
based on notes that he left behind. The text at 1.4 shows parallels with our 
passage, but unlike Basil introduces the doctrine of the trinity. The danger of 
polytheism is indicated, but there is no mention of Jewish or heretical opponents. 
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In spite of its brief and somewhat cursory nature, this final section 
of the In Hexaemeron is not without its specific interest, because Basil 
introduces into his exegesis some brief touches of theological 
polemic, directed first at a Jewish opponent, and then later at 
heretical associates in the Christian camp. The aim of our brief 
article will be to examine some issues to which this polemic gives 
rise, and to note the response which it evokes in a later author. But 
first we cite the relevant passage in full (9.6, 87B-88E) *: [173] 


And God said, let us make man (Gen. 1:26). Where, tell me, is the Jew, 
who in the previous sections, even though the light of the doctrine of 
God was shining forth as if through a window and a second person (of 
the Trinity) was being disclosed in a secret fashion but was not yet 
revealed in full clarity, continued to fight against the truth, asserting 
that God was conversing with himself? For, he says, it was God who 
spoke and it was God who created: let there be light, and there was light 
(Gen. 1:3). Now the absurdity of their explanation was already quite 
obvious. Which smith or carpenter or shoemaker, sitting all alone with 
the tools of his craft, with no one assisting him, says to himself, let us 
make the knife, or let us assemble the plough, or let us produce the 
shoe. Surely he completes the action he has undertaken in silence. This 
is truly a lot of nonsense, that someone should be his own ruler and 
supervisor, vehemently urging himself on in the manner of a master. 
But these men do not shrink back from slandering the Lord himself. 
What would they not say with their tongue trained in the expression of 
falsehood? The present utterance, however, completely muzzles their 
mouth: and God said, let us make man (Gen. 1:26). You are surely not 
going to tell me now that the person is still on his own. For it is not 
written, ‘let there be man’, but let us make man. As long as he who was to 
be taught (i.e. man) had not appeared, the preaching of the doctrine 
of God was concealed in deep darkness. When finally the creation of 
man is imminent, the object of faith is uncovered, and the doctrine of 
truth is more clearly revealed. 

Let us make man. You hear, fighter against Christ, that he is talking to 
his companion in the work of creation, through whom he also made the 
ages, who bears the universe through his powerful word (Heb. 1:2-3). But he 
(i.e. our opponent) does not accept the word of piety (v.l. truth) in 
silence. Just like those wild animals who are most savage towards man- 
kind, when they have been locked up in cages, bellow forth as they pace 
around in circles, revealing their resentful and untamed nature, but are 
unable to consummate their fury, so that race hostile to the truth, the 


4 My own translation, based on the text in S. Giet, Basile de Césarée Homélies sur 
l’Hexaéméron, SC 26bis (Paris 19682), and with some reference to his fluent French 
translation. 
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Jews, are pushed into a corner and affirm that there is a plurality of 
persons whom the word of God addresses. According to them it is to 
the angels that stand around him that he says, let us make man. This is a 
Jewish invention, a fiction which reveals their slipperiness. In order not 
to have to accept a single addressee, they introduce a multiplicity. In 
rejecting the son, they confer on servants the dignity of being counsel- 
lors; at the same time they make our fellow-servants masters of our crea- 
tion. Man when he has achieved perfection is elevated to the rank of 
angels (cf. Ps. 8:6). What product of creation can be equal to its creator? 

Look also at the words that follow: according to our image (Gen. 1:26). 
What do you say to this? It is surely not the case that there is a single 
image of both God and the angels? But of the son and the father there 
is every necessity that the form should be the same, the form of course 
being understood in a way befitting God, not in terms of bodily shape, 
but as the characteristic property of divinity. [174] 

Listen, you too from the new circumcision, who advocate Judaism 
under the guise of Christianity. To whom does he say, according to our 
image? To anyone else than the radiance of his glory and the imprint of his 
full nature (vndotac1g) (Heb. 1:3), who is the image of God the unseen (Col. 
1:15)? Therefore he speaks to his own living image, who declared, I and 
the father are one (John 10:30), and he who has seen me, has seen the Father 
(John 14:9). To this image he says let us make man according to our image 
(Gen. 1:26). When there is a single image, where is the dissimilarity? 

And God made man (Gen. 1:27). Not ‘they made’. Here he has 
avoided the multiplication of persons. In his earlier statement (i.e. Gen. 
1:26) he educated the Jew, in these words he blocked off the route to 
Hellenism and safely returned to the monad, so that you may both 
conceive the son together with the father and escape the danger of 
polytheism. 

In the image of God he made him (cf. Gen. 1:27, 9:6). Once again he 
reintroduced the person of the collaborator. For he did not say, ‘in his 
own image’, but in the image of God. In which respect man is according to 
the image, and how he participates in the similarity to God (kað’ Opotwow, 
cf. Gen. 1:27), will be dealt with in the sequel to this work, if God gives 
us the opportunity. For the moment let this only be said: if there is one 
image, from where did the intolerable impiety occur to you of saying 
that the son is dissimilar to the father? What ingratitude! The resem- 
blance in which you participate, do you not grant this to your 
benefactor? For yourself you consider the gifts of grace as rightfully 
yours, but to the son you refuse to concede the resemblance to the 
father belonging to him by nature. 

But the evening, which long ago escorted the sun on its way to the 
west, commands us from now on to silence... Let the supporter of 
dissimilarity (&vopo10c) be filled with shame, let the Jew turn about, let 
the faithful rejoice in the doctrines of the truth, let the Lord be 
glorified, to whom be the glory and the power for ever and ever. Amen. 
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No sooner has Basil commenced his exegesis of Gen. 1:26 than he 
launches into an attack on an unnamed opponent. Whom does he 
have in mind? Modern commentators have with varying degrees of 
confidence identified this opponent with Philo, the Jewish exegete 
from Alexandria, who more than three centuries earlier wrote the 
treatise De opificio mundi on the first three chapters of Genesis. In 
1949 Giet stated that the Jew is, ‘selon toute vraisemblance’, Philo, 
adducing two passages: Opif. 23, oddevi 5& napaxAnt@—tic yàp hv 
ETEPOG;—LLOV® SE ALTO ypnocpevoc; Obif. 72, obdevdc £dendn tod ovv- 
epynoovtog. In 1967, in an important article on Philo and Gregory 
of Nyssa, Daniélou claimed that in the part of the Hexaemeron which 
is closely related to Gregory’s IIepi kataokevfig dvOpanov there is an 
‘allusion formelle’ to Philo.® 


... Basile discute le: Faisons l'homme..., et il prend explicitement 
Philon à partie : «Oü est le Juif qui naguére, quand la seconde per- 
sonne paraissait [175] mystérieusement sans se révéler clairement 
encore, luttait contre la vérité? Il prétend que nombreux sont les 
personnages auxquels s'adresse la parole divine. C'est aux anges, 
présents autour de lui, qu'il aurait dit : Faisons l'homme». 


Thirdly the most recent translator of the work, Naldini, comments 
on the words ó ‘Iovdaioc that they are ‘probably an allusion to 
Philo’, and cross-refers to Giet's citation of the first of his two texts.” 
At first sight this identification is not without a certain plausibility. 
Basil had at least some acquaintance with Philo, for he refers to him 
in one of his letters.? It is very likely that, during his preparation for 
the delivery of the homilies on Genesis 1, he had read or reread 
Philo's treatise on the same subject. Amand de Mendieta, in a 


5 Giet, of. cit. 514 n. 3. 

6 J. Daniélou, ‘Philon et Grégoire de Nysse', in Philon d'Alexandrie. Lyon 11-15 
Septembre 1966: colloques nationaux du Centre National de la Recherche Scientifique (Paris 
1967) 333—345; quote on 336. 

M. Naldini, Basilio di Cesarea Sulla Genesi (Omilie sull'Esamerone) (no place 
indicated, 1990) 401. The reference to Opif. 6 is inexact, since Giet had referred 
to the old numbering used prior to the edition of Cohn and Wendland (it should 
be 23). 

8 Ep. 190, referring to a Philonic interpretation of the nature of manna which 
is not found in his surviving works, but may have been drawn from a missing 
section of the Quaestiones in Exodum; cf. J. R. Royse, “The Original Structure of 
Philo's Quaestiones", Studia Philonica 4 (1976-77) 58, 61, 76, and now idem, The 
Spurious Texts of Philo of Alexandria (Leiden 1991) 34. Interestingly Basil, in 
describing Philo as @orep Ex napadocewg twoc 'Iovóaixfjc ded:daypevoc, suggests 
that he is drawing on a haggadic tradition (cf. L. Ginzberg, The Legends of the Jews 
(Philadelphia 1909—38, 1968!?) 2.43, 6.17 (but without reference to Basil)). 
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careful study of the immediate sources of Basil’s work, counts Philo’s 
treatise as one of the four ‘sources littéraires immédiates que Basile 
a utilisées au cours de la préparation de l'ensemble des homélies'.? 
It is, moreover, undoubtedly true that Basil’s words oddevoc abta 
ovvepyovvtos (line 10), are strongly reminiscent of the second of 
the Philonic texts cited by Giet, and may well have been been 
inspired by it. 

In spite of these arguments, however, I believe that the identifi- 
cation of Basil’s unnamed opponent with Philo cannot be sustained. 
In order to substantiate this negative conclusion, it will be necessary 
to take a closer look at some aspects of Basil’s text and its exegetical 
background. 

The first sentence in which the Jewish interpreter is summoned, 
is not at first sight entirely clear. The participle Aéyov in the final 
phrase would appear to refer to the exegesis that the Jew gives of 
Gen. 1:26, namely that the plural in the biblical verb nommoonpev 
indicates that God is talking to himself. But the long relative clause 
that precedes it and begins with the words £v toic katonw must refer 
to the exegesis of the Mosaic text as it has been given in the earlier 
part of the work.!? As Giet well observed in a note, in three previous 
passages Basil argues that the actual wording of the creation gently 
initiates the reader into awareness of the participation of the son in 
the act of creation (3.2, 23B; 3.4 26C; 6.2, 51B).!! Thus, to take one 
example, in the account of the second day we read first the divine 
command, yevnOnto otepéwpa (v.6), followed by a report of the 
actual act, kai Enoinoev ô Beög tò otep£wua (v.7). Basil sees here a 
distinction between the primary cause (npokatapktırn aitia) which 
is the father and the executive power (row xoi ónpiovpyum] 


? E. Amand de Mendieta, 'La préparation et la composition des neuf Homélies 
sur l'Hexaémeron de Basile de Césarée: le probléme des sources littéraires immé- 
diates', Studia Patristica 16 (Berlin 1985) 349—367. The evidence on which this 
assertion was based was to have been presented in a ‘commentaire philologique et 
théologique' on the Homilies, but sadly the author's death intervened. For a list of 
passages where Basil appears to be dependent on Philo, see Giet op. cit. (n. 4) 50f. 

10 Three times elsewhere in the work Basil uses the phrase £v toig xatonw (3.5, 
26D; 4.2, 34A; 4.5, 37D; the second passage shows that the noun understood is 
Aóyotc). Each time it indicates an internal reference, either to his own exegesis 
(3.5, 4.2), or in the original Mosaic text (4.5). 

11 Espousing a consciously literal interpretation, however, Basil declines to see 
in the very opening words Ev àpxf a reference to the Logos, as done by Origen 
before him and Ambrose and Augustine after him; cf. J. C. M. van Winden, 'In the 
Beginning: Some Observations on the Patristic Interpretation of Genesis 1, 1', VC 
17 (1963) 105-121, esp. 121. 


‘WHERE, TELL ME, IS THE JEW...?’ 131 


dvvautc) which is the son.!? This background makes clear why in the 
sentence in which Basil calls forth his Jewish opponent, he first 
states that the doc[176]trine of a second person has so far (cf. ëv toig 
Katonw) been hinted at in a concealed way, and then places the text 
Gen. 1:3 in the mouth of his opponent (cf. qnoi). This text is a 
counter-example to the ones we just cited, for here the command 
yevnOntw Qs is followed by the statement koi &yéveto wc, and there 
would appear to be no room for reading the presence of the son. So 
the Jew is made to affirm: it was God who spoke and it was God who 
made. Basil, as we can see, envisages a kind of running battle be- 
tween a Christian exegesis of the creation account involving the 
presence of the Trinity, and the Jewish exegesis with reference to 
God the creator only. The battle comes to a head in the case of the 
celebrated plural verb of Gen. 1:26. 

For Philo the text had given rise to the exegetical aporia of why 
now for the first time God is envisaged as requiring helpers in his 
creative work. So far he has created the heaven, the earth and sea 
without any helpers, and yet in the case of that puny and short-lived 
creature man he turns to the assistance of others (Opif. 72). Philo's 
answer, expressed with due caution, focuses on the theme of theo- 
dicy. God can have no share in evil, so in the case of man he is 
responsible for creating only the better part that performs good 
deeds in accordance with reason; the creation of the worse part that 
perpetrates evil actions is handed over to God's subordinates ( Opif. 
73—75).13 

It is apparent that this interpretation of the troublesome plural 
has very little in common with the first explanation ascribed by Basil 
to his Jewish opponent. The phrase that Basil appears to take over 
from Philo on God's lack of assistance has a completely different 
function in the two texts. In Philo it is put forward dialectically. In 
the rest of the creation account God was in no need of assistance, so 
why should that be the case for his final creative act? But in fact, 
according to Philo's theodical interpretation, for man's creation 


1? 8.4, 26C. Philo had seen a Öbvanız Koononoımrıkn at work in the creation 
account ( Opif. 21), but was not of course interested in a distinction of persons. 

15 On this interpretation, ultimately inspired by the role of subordinate 
creators in Plato's Timaeus, see further my Philo of Alexandria and the Timaeus of 
Plato (Leiden 1986?) 242-249, and also D. Winston, ‘Theodicy and the creation of 
man in Philo of Alexandria', in A. Caquot, M. Hadas-Lebel, J. Riaud (edd.), 
Hellenica et Judaica: hommage à Valentin Nikiprowetzky (Leuven-Paris 1986) 105-111 
(who disagrees with me on some points of interpretation). 
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God does make use of subordinates. The Jewish interpreter in Basil, 
on the other hand, argues that God does not have any assistants, but 
rather is talking to himself, an explanation which Basil proceeds to 
ridicule in a not entirely convincing way.!* 

At this point we should also take strong exception to Daniélou's 
treatment of Basil's text, which is cavalier in the extreme. The 
French scholar quotes the text as rendered in Giet's translation, but, 
without giving any indication to the reader, he in fact joins together 
two passages which in the original are separated by some twenty 
lines of text (lines 1—6, 32-34 in our translation above)! In so doing 
he ignores the fact that Basil by [177] this time is addressing his 
polemics to a group of Jewish interpreters, translating the plural 
@aotv in the text by the singular ‘il prétend’, as if Basil still has the 
same Jew in mind whom he introduced at the beginning of the 
passage. This makes it seem that the angels mentioned by Basil are 
inspired by the 'subordinates' introduced by Philo into his exegesis. 
In actual fact in Opif. 72-75 Philo makes no explicit mention of 
angels at all. I have argued elsewhere that he deliberately avoids 
making a concrete identification as to who these subordinates are.!5 
This does not mean, of course, that it could not happen that subse- 
quent readers, who were acquainted with other exegetical traditions, 
did interpret Philo's words as referring to angels. 

Basil's references to Jewish interpretation of Gen. 1:26 need to be 
seen against a much broader backcloth than Philo alone. The 
Rabbis were much occupied with the problem of the plural verb in 
Gen. 1:26 (and other plurals at Gen. 3:22 and 11:7). The chapter on 
this text in the Rabbinic compendium Genesis Rabbah lists a great 
variety of solutions to the problem (VIII, 3-9) :16 


1. Rabbi Joshua ben Levi: God took counsel with the works of heaven 
and earth. 


14 Again acutely pointed out by Giet, of. cit. (n. 4) 515 n. 4. 

15 Runia, op. cit. 247-248, where I note that in parallel passages at Fug. 69-72, 
Conf. 168-183, Mut. 30-32, QG 1.54, the matter is also not settled. J. Dillon, The 
Middle Platonists (London 1977) 172, suggests that Philo may have the planetary 
gods in mind. 

16 Midrash Rabbah, translated by H. Freedman and M. Simon, vol. 1, Genesis 
Rabbah (London 1939) 56-60. The chronological problems involved in using 
Rabbinic evidence can be ignored here, since the point is to indicate the general 
exegetical background to Basil's text. For discussion of these and related Rabbinic 
texts see E. E. Urbach, The Sages: their Concepts and Beliefs (Jerusalem 1975) 206- 
208, Ginzberg op. cit. (n. 8) 1.51f., 5.69. 
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2. Rabbi Samuel ben Nahman: God took counsel with the works of 
each day. 

3. Rabbi Ammi: God took counsel with His own heart.!? 

4. Rabbi Hanina: God took counsel with the ministering angels. 

5. Rabbi Joshua of Siknin: God took counsel with the souls of the 
righteous. 

6. Rabbi Hila: there is no taking counsel, but it is a pluralis maiestatis.\® 


The same chapter also records comments on the verse which bear 
some resemblance to the theodical interpretation ventured by Philo: 


7. Rabbi Berekiah: God foresaw that righteous and wicked would arise 
from Adam. So God removed the way of the wicked out of his sight, 
and associated the quality of mercy with himself (cf. Ps. 1:6). 

8. Rabbi Simon: when God came to create Adam the ministering 
angels met together in groups, some saying 'let him be created', 
others ‘let him not be created’ (because they knew that both right 
eousness and wickedness would proceed from him). 

9. Rabbi Huna adds: while the angels were arguing, God created him 
and then said to the angels, ‘what’s the use, man has already been 
made!'. 


Finally we note two comments where Rabbis observe that the verse 
could offer an excuse for heresy: [178] 


10. Rabbi Samuel ben Nahman: when Moses was writing this verse he 
said to God, ‘why do you furnish an excuse for heretics?’. 

11. Rabbi Simlai: wherever you find a point supporting the heretics, you 
find the refutation at its side. What is meant by ‘let us make man’? 
Read what follows, not ‘and gods created man’, but ‘and God 
created’. 


This final remark reappears, as we shall see, in Basil’s text when he 
opposes the tendency to Hellenizing polytheism. 

Who are these heretics referred to by the Rabbis? It would be a 
simplification to identify them with Christians alone. This is shown 
by an important text in Justin Martyr, Dial. 62.1-3, in which the 
existence of the divine Logos is proven with reference to Gen. 1:26 
and 3:22:19 


17 The Rabbi’s further illustration of God’s heart with the image of the King 
and architect appears to go back ultimately to Philo’s image in Opif. 17-18, 
through the intervention of Rabbi Hosha’ia, who had contact with the circle of 
Origen in Caesarea. See further my remarks at Mnemosyne 42 (1989) 410-412 
(with further references). 

18 It might be thought surprising that Gen. Rabbah does not mention the solu- 
tion that God consults the Torah. This view is found only in very late midrashim; cf. 
Urbach op. cit. 779 n. 6. 

19 Text at E. J. Goodspeed, Die ältesten Apologeten (Göttingen 1914) 167-168 
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The same thing, dear friends, the Logos of God also said through 
Moses, when he recounted to us that the God whom he made mani- 
fest spoke in exactly the same vein at the creation of man in the 
following words: (Gen. 1:26-28 is then quoted). You may wish to 
change the meaning of the words just cited and give the inter- 
pretations of your teachers, either that God spoke to himself the 
words ‘let us make’, just like we very often speak to ourselves when 
we are about to do something, or that it was to the elements, i.e. the 
earth and the others likewise from which we think man came into 
being, that God spoke ‘let us make’. To prevent this I shall cite some 
more words pronounced by the same Moses, from which we can 
draw the indubitable conclusion that he was conversing with some- 
one who was numerically a different and rational being. These are 
the words: ‘And God said: behold Adam has become like one of us 
in knowing good and evil (Gen. 3:22)’. Therefore, in saying ‘as one 
of us’ he has recounted a number referring to beings who are pre- 
sent with each other and the least that number can be is two. For 
personally I do not think the explanation is true which the so-called 
sect among you declares, nor are the teachers of that sect able to 
prove that he spoke to angels or that the human body is the creation 
of angels. But this is truly the offspring that was produced from the 
father and was present with the father before all creatures (were 
created), and it is this (being) that the father addresses... 


Two explanations are attributed to the Jews (Justin is engaged in 
conversation with Jews, hence the second person plurals) in order to 
avoid the conclusion drawn by Christian exegetes: (1) God is talking 
to himself, just like we do when are about to make something; (2) 
God is talking to the elements out of which he is about to make 
man. The first is not found in Gen. Rabbah, but is virtually identical 
to the solution found in Basil. The second is not found elsewhere, 
but is somewhat similar to the first two Rabbinic explanations in 
Gen. Rabbah. The explanation that God is talking to his angels is not 
given by Justin for [179] Gen. 1:26, but deduced from Gen. 3:22, and 
it is attributed to n nap’ Div Aeyouévn alpeoic, which we have to take 
as a sectarian group within Judaism. The same two texts are linked 
by Tertullian in his treatise Adversus Praxean (812). To his own trini- 
tarian interpretation he opposes the view that God is talking to his 
angels, which he attributes without qualification to the Jews (ut 
Judaei interpretantur). 

The heretics referred to by the Rabbis in various places and by 


(my translation). But note that this specific Christian exegesis of the plural 
rowWjoopev is already attested in the Epistle of Barnabas 5.5, 6.12, generally dated 
between 95 and 130 A.D. Other early christological or trinitarian interpretations 
at Theophilus Ad Aut. 2.18, Irenaeus Adv. haer. 4.20.1. 
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Justin once cannot, it seems, be reduced to a single group. As Segal 
has persuasively argued, they may include Christians, sectarian Jews 
with Gnostic inclination, non-Jewish Gnostics, as well as Pagans. If 
Justin’s evidence is taken seriously, at least one branch represents a 
Gnosticizing group within Judaism, whose negative attitude to ma- 
terial creation encourages them to introduce angels into the inter- 
pretation of the creation account.?? All this exegetical discussion 
forms a necessary background for Basil’s polemic. But it is important 
to recognize that, although he makes use of earlier exegetical tradi- 
tions, his own concerns towards the end of the fourth century are 
quite different to those of the time of Justin and Tertullian two 
centuries earlier. It is time to return to Basil’s text. 

The view attributed to the Jew at the beginning of our passage is 
not Philonic. It is also not found in this precise form in Gen. Rabbah, 
although it is clearly not far removed from Rabbi Hila’s suggestion 
of a pluralis maiestatis. The closest parallel is the Jewish inter- 
pretation reported by Justin, as noted above. When Basil considers 
that this first interpretation is adequately refuted (lines 8-24), he 
portrays the Jews as pushed into a tight corner and like caged 
animals making a desperate move in their effort to obviate the truth. 
Now they suggest that a plurality of persons are involved, i.e. the 
angels addressed in the word noınownev (lines 25-35). This is the 
solution referred to by Justin and Tertullian, and related to the views 
of Rabbis Simon and Huna in Gen. Rabbah.?! Basil’s refutation is 
clever. In the same verse God says ‘according to our image’, but this 
would mean that he and the angels share an image, which on Basil’s 
Platonist assumptions, is quite out of the question (lines 42-47). At 
the same time he provides himself with a suitable transition to 
another group of opponents, the Neo-Arian Christian heretics, 
Aetius and Eunomius. By asserting the essential dissimilarity of the 
father and the son, the Anomoeans were reverting, in Basil’s view, to 
a form of Judaism. Hence the pejorative description of these men as 
‘the new circumcision’. Basil has two arguments against [180] them 
based on the text under exegesis. The first is the corollary of the 


20 A. F. Segal, Two Powers in Heaven: Early Rabbinic Reports about Christianity and 
Gnosticism (Leiden 1977) 260-267 and passim; cf. also Urbach op. cit. (n. 16) 203ff.; 
more specifically on Justin's text A. Le Boulluec, La notion d’heresie dans la littérature 
grecque IF—IIF siècles (Paris 1985) 77f. 

2! Note also that the dignity of ovußovAia received by the angels reminds us of 
the formulation of the Rabbi's question: with whom did God take counsel. 
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previous one, that ‘our image’ must refer to a single image of both 
father and son (48-55) .2? Secondly he appeals rather briefly to the 
expression ‘in the image of God he (God) made him’ (62-64). By 
implication we are meant to read a reference to the second person 
in the redundancy of the (implied) double mention of God. In 
between (lines 56-61) Basil very briefly points out that the wording 
of Gen. 1:26 also refutes any tendency towards Hellenizing poly- 
theism, for the plural noınowuev is immediately followed by the 
singular éxoinoev. As noted above, this is exactly the same argument 
used by Rabbi Simlai against the ‘heretics’ in Gen. Rabbah. But Basil 
is running out of time. The final few paragraphs of the homily are 
sketched in very rapidly, and neither the polemic nor the arguments 
are fully worked out. 

We return to our original question. Who is the Jew that Basil sum- 
mons at the beginning of our passage? Certainly Philo is not meant. 
A further hint is given in the fact, disregarded by Daniélou, that 
Basil moves somewhat carelessly between a single opponent and a 
group of them. He begins with a single figure, 6 ‘lovdaiog (line 1). By 
line 8 he is speaking of ‘their’ explanation. At line 15 he retains the 
plural for ‘those who do not shrink back from slandering the Lord’. 
In line 25, however, he returns to the singular ypiotopayoc. Soon 
after it is the lovdaio1 who are cornered and put forward a new view 
(line 33). Finally in line 43 we have another singular A&yeıc, before 
Basil moves on to the Anomoeans. In the final sentence the 
avönorog (now singular) and the 'Iovóatog stand side by side. 

The answer is now clear. Basil does not have any particular Jewish 
thinker such as Philo in mind in his polemic. The Jew that he 
invokes is a collective figure representing the views of Jewish exegetes 
opposed to Christian interpretations which read the presence of the 
Logos or the Trinity into the Mosaic creation account. In presenting 
these arguments Basil draws on a body of Jewish exegesis with which 
he is acquainted, whether directly or via earlier reports in Christian 
authors such as Justin and Origen. 


22 In later Greek gix@v, which Basil in line 45 paraphrases with pope, can 
mean both image and model; cf. Runia op. cit. (n. 13) 163, referring to the study 
by H. Willms, EIKON: eine begriffsgeschichtliche Untersuchung zum Platonismus 
(Munster 1935). We note too, how Basil, who so far has concentrated on OT 
evidence (with the exception of Heb. 1:2-3 cited in line 26), now suddenly cites a 
salvo of NT texts. The reason is apparent: he has turned to Christian opponents, 
for whom the NT should be normative. 
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But our story does not end here. Basil’s argument that the truth of 
Christianity, with its doctrine of the Trinity, stands midway between 
the falsehoods of Jewish monotheism (or more accurately ‘mono- 
prosopism’) and Hellenic polytheism, and that the heretics in their 
deviations from orthodoxy go astray to either side was a favourite of 
the Cappa[181]docians.?? It reappears in many occasions in their 
works, and was taken over by subsequent ecclesiastical writers. Two 
further passages are of interest for our theme. 

Theodoret of Cyrrhus in his Quaestiones in Genesim 19 poses the 
exegetical question: to whom did God speak the words at Gen. 
1:26??* He gives the same two unacceptable alternatives as Basil. The 
first is attributed to some of the dvowvvuor oipetikot: God spoke to 
angels and evil demons. The refutation is exactly the same as Basil's. 
God and angels, not to speak of evil demons, cannot have the same 
image, as indicated in the words kat’ eixóva nuet£pav. The inter- 
preters who fall into the opposite folly are the Jews, when they assert 
that God spoke to himself, in imitation of the mighty, for consuls 
and generals are inclined to use the plural in saying we order, we 
write, we command etc. Here we have Rabbi Hila's pluralis maiestatis 
in a purer form, though with different examples. It does not seem 
likely that Theodoret is indebted directly to Basil's discussion in the 
In Hexaemeron. 

Far more interesting is a letter of the Egyptian desert monk 
Isidore of Pelusium, whose correspondence, compiled in the period 
from about 390 to 430, is still preserved in a corpus of 2000 letters. 
These letters cover a vast array of subjects, ranging from practical 
affairs in his community to sometimes quite lengthy exegetical and 
dogmatic discussions. One of the most interesting is Ep. 2.143 on the 
holy Trinity addressed to a certain Paul (PG 78.585-589). Unfortu- 
nately there is no modern edition of the corpus.” The text of the 


23 Cf. Basil, Ep. 210.5, 226.4, Contra Sabellianos et Anum et Anomoeos PG 31.600B— 
C; Gregory of Nyssa, Oratio Catechetica Prol. and 1—4, etc. A different variant at 
Gregory of Nazianzen, Or. 2.37, where there are three options: atheism, Judaism, 
polytheism. 

24 Text at PG 80.100-104. The work was written after 453; cf. J. Quasten, 
Patrology, volume III (Utrecht-Westminster 1960) 539. i 

25 According to Clavis Patrum Graecorum 5557 it is being prepared by P. Evieux, 
but there are no signs that its appearance is imminent. The text printed by in 
Migne PG vol. 78 is a rather curious composite compiled by no less that 5 scholars 
in the period from 1570 to 1670. It falls far short of modern critical standards, its 
worst failing being its failure to use the best manuscript, Codex Bal of 
Grottaferrata. 
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opening passage of this letter is corrupt, but can be restored with 
reference to a quotation found in the Souda. Elsewhere I have pub- 
lished a revised text, translation and commentary on the letter.26 

Isidore commences with an eulogy of the truth, praising it for the 
force of compulsion that it exercised on the Jew Philo of Alexandria 
(585B-C): 


I admire the truth for the way in which she has induced the souls of 
intelligent men even to combat the preconceived opinion they have 
of their own doctrines. For the teaching of the truth has embedded 
the concept of the holy Trinity so clearly and lucidly also in the Old 
Testament for those who wish to observe it that Philo, though a Jew 
and a zealous one at that, in the writings which he left behind comes 
into conflict with his own religion. When he examines the words 
spoken by God, ‘in the image of God I made man (Gen. 9:6)’, he is 
constrained and compelled by the truth also to recognize the divine 
Logos as God. [182] 


Even though Philo fails to reach precision in his speaking about the 
Logos and God’s powers, nevertheless he did achieve some notion 
of the three persons of the Trinity, as Isidore proves with a number 
of citations and allusions to Philo’s writings. This brings him in 
proximity to Pauline texts such as 1 Cor. 1:24 and Col. 1:15. He thus 
differs from ‘the doctrinal position of the uneducated teachers of 
the Jews who are held fast in their preconceived opinion (588A)’. 
Isidore then proceeds to cite a sequence of eight Old Testament 
texts which will have helped Philo develop his view. These begin 
with Gen. 1:26, and all involve some kind of nepittoAoyia, i.e. 
stylistically unacceptable pleonasm, which can be interpreted to hint 
at the doctrine of the Logos or of the three persons (the same 
technique used by Basil in lines 63-64 of our In Hexaemeron passage). 

In the final part of the letter Isidore demonstrates that the ortho- 
dox doctrine of the Trinity, involving three persons and one sub- 
stance, stands midway between Jewish views of a single person, 
followed by the heretic Sabellius, and Greek polytheism, of which 
Arius and Eunomius became disciples. To the question why the 
doctrine of the Trinity was not made clear from the outset Isidore 
replies (589A-B): 


26 ‘Philo of Alexandria in Five Letters of Isidore of Pelusium’, in D. T. Runia, 
D. M. Hay, D. Winston (edd.), Heirs of the Septuagint: Philo, Hellenistic Judaism and 
Early Christianity; Festschrift for Earle Hilgert [= The Studia Philonica Annual 3] 
(Atlanta 1991) 295-319 [see below Chapter 9 in this collection]. In this article I 
do not discuss the connection of Ep. 2.143 with Basil’s Im Hexaemeron. 
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... my answer would be that both as demonstration and as teaching it 
was pellucidly clear to men of intelligence and understanding, as it 
indeed was to the wise Philo. And if these words have been spoken in 
an enigmatic fashion, it should be taken into account that Scripture 
in giving the Law did not think it a good idea to introduce a diffe- 
rence of persons to Jews who showed an inclination to polytheism, 
lest they should teach that there was also a difference in nature in 
the hypostases and so plunge headlong into idolatry; but it was 
better that, having learnt the tenet of divine unicity, they should 
gradually be taught the doctrine of the hypostases which reverts back 
again to a unity of nature; thus pronouncements of unity were indi- 
cative of the sameness of the divine nature, while statements exceed- 
ing the single number revealed the individuality of the hypostases 
which is contracted into a single being. The assumption of different 
natures is Hellenic, the assumption of a single person or hypostasis is 
Judaic. To extend the hypostases to the holy Trinity and contract 
them into a single being is absolutely true and orthodox doctrine 
(dp8dtatov Kai &AnOéctatov ööyua.). 


The final words form an elegant return to the theme of truth with 
which the letter began, scriptural truth and orthodox doctrine 
coming together in a single phrase. 

The thematic similarities between Isidore and Basil are unmis- 
takable. But can a closer relation be detected? There are strong 
grounds for con[183]cluding, I submit, that, although Isidore doubt- 
less was acquainted with other writings of the Cappadocians that 
deal with the same theme, the direct inspiration of the letter was—at 
least partially—this final chapter of the In Hexaemeron, and particu- 
larly the following section (88B-C, 1.56-61 in our translation): 


«Kal EXOINGEV ò góc TOV KvOpwnov». ouxl, Exoinoav. Epvyev Evradda, tòv 
TANBvGLOV z@v npoconov. 6v éxetvov LEV TOV lovdaiov nadedav, die 
tovtav d& tov ‘EAAnviopov &xokAeiov, coac avedpapev ni thv 
uováða, {va Kai vidv voñç petà matpdc Kai tfjg xoAvÜOsetac éxooyng tò 
EMLKLVOVVOV. 


That Isidore was well acquainted with Basil’s work, and more exactly, 
this particular homily, can be proven by the fact that in another 
letter, when presenting the topos?’ that the study of natural science 
is a waste of time because it makes no contribution to holiness, he 
gives aS an example three doxai on the shape of the earth that must 
come from Basil’s passage at 80D.?? The doxa that the earth is 


27 A Christian adaptation of the Socratic topos that pvotoAoyia contributes 
nothing to &petn; parallels at Eusebius PE 15.62, Theodoret CAG 4.26. 

28 Ep. 2.273, PG 78.704. L. Bayer, Isidors von Pelusium klassische Bildung, 
Forschungen zur Christlichen Literatur- und Dogmengeschichte 13.2 (Paderborn 
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Aıkvosıöng (fan-shaped) uses a term which is exceedingly rare; in 
this sense it is probably only found in these two passages.?9 

Apart from the general idea of the interposition of the truth in 
between the two opposed errors of Judaism and Hellenism, a 
decisive clue for the dependence of Isidore on Basil lies in the 
following passage of the letter (Ep. 2.143, 585B) :90 


ò Aéyov yàp Oti eig EoTıv O Occ, ov TOG TOV apıduLöv KOTEÖPONE ng 
LOVa.dog, GAO. TPÒG TO VOTH pLov tfjg Tpıadog, TO TOV LEV naven 
SiaipetOv Evik@tepov tv ÖE Óvvoc povadikdv KPBovwtepov. (He who 
asserted that God is one, did not arrive at the numerical unit of the 
monad, but rather at the mystery of the Trinity, which is more unified 
than wholly discrete entities but richer than what is truly monadic.) 


When first confronting this passage, I was somewhat puzzled by the 
choice of the verb xatédpaue, ‘he ran up against’ or ‘arrived at’. It 
seems to me now that it is a—probably unconscious—reminiscence 
of the passage in Basil’s text cited above, in which the Mosaic third 
person singular ‘safely returns to the monad’ (1. 59). For Isidore, in 
contrast, Philo in his doctrine of the two divine powers does not 
‘arrive at the number of the monad’, but rather the mystery of the 
Trinity. 

Similarly, in the case of the heretics that Isidore combats, he 
draws on Basil, but goes his own way. For Isidore it is the modalist 
monarchianism of Sabellius which represents the ‘Judaizing’ option, 
rather [184] than the Anomoeans, as in Basil.3! As for the opposed 
tendency, it is Arius and Eunomius (i.e. the chief representative of 
the Anomoeans) who fall prey to the seductions of Hellenizing poly- 
theism.?? Isidore regards their differentiation between the first and 
second hypostasis as tantamount to having two (or more) separate 


1915) 70, notes the doxographical background, but is unaware of the Basilian 
provenance. 

29 Lampe s.v. gives only these two passages. They are not mentioned in LSJ, 
which notes only the entries in the Souda and Zonaras, where the word is 
explained by purapög (dirty). 

0 But at this point the text in Migne is seriously disturbed; see above n. 26 and 
text thereto. 

31 Basil associates Sabellius with Judaism in Ep. 189.2, 210.3—4 etc., but also with 
Arius at Ep. 226.4 and the Anomoeans at Ep. 9.2. In the sermon Contra Sabellianos 
et Arum et Anomoeos PG 31.600ff. the three heresies are grouped together. 

?? Basil gives no heretical representative of this tendency in the passage of the 
In Hexameron. Polytheism is associated with the semi-Arian Marcion at C. Sabel. PG 
31.605B-C, and with anonymous heretics who sound much like Arians in Ep. 
243.3. Arius is associated with polytheism by Greg. Naz. Or. 2.37. 
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gods at different levels, which is precisely the charge of polytheism 
that might be directed at Neoplatonist philosophical theology.?? 
Isidore, we may conclude, has drawn on Basil. But why should that 
be interesting? After all, it is well known that he takes over large 
amount of material from previous Church Fathers.5* The interest of 
the letter seems to me to lie above all in Isidore's attitude to Philo. It 
is difficult not to conclude that, also in this respect, he is reacting 
directly to the passage in Basil. The latter had written (lines 1-6): 


Kal einev 6 Osóc, noijowpev üvOponov. od uot ó ' Iovóaioc, öç, Ev toic 
Katoniv, orep Oi Quplóov tivOv, tod tfjg HeoAoylac qotóc d10- 
AAUNOVTOG, Kai Sevtepov NPOOWNOV TOD DAOÖEIKVDHEVOD LEV HOOTIK@G, 
omo ÖE EvapyOs EKPAVEVTOG, npóc tiv AANHELGV ATEHAXETO, adtTOV 
tavtô Aéyov TOV Heov Ö1aAtyeodaı; 


And a few lines further (lines 32) he describes the Jews as tò éy8pov 
thc &AnOetag yévoc. Isidore too can hardly be accused of a positive 
view towards Judaism,*° but he makes an exception for Philo, for in 
his case the truth exercised a compelling force (585B, translation 
given above) :°6 


àyauarı thv dAdOztav, tv TOV OLVETHV TAS yuyxüg elg TO Kal TH TOV 
oikeiav SoyLatwov npoAnye: uoomoao0ot repiotricacav. otw yàp capi 
Kal Aopnpov toic BovAopévotg KOTONTEDOAL nv nepi tfjg &yta Tpıadog 
Évvoiav xai EV 1f mo À oG Ova š EYKOTEOROPTOL h Ö1dnokaAla, Oç Kal 
Dova, kaitoi Iovdaiov dvra Kai Cnàothv, 6v av anoAeAoıne ovy- 
ypaupátov åropayńcacðo tf oikeig Opnoxeío. BacaviGov yàp TO 
EIPTILEVOV mo për tov Heod, «Ev eixóvi Oeo Eroinoa. tov &VOpwrov», 
Nvoaykachn bro tc GANOEtas Kai eFeBiao8n Kai tov tod Oeod Adyov 
BeoAoynoat. 


Unlike the Jew in Basil’s passage, Philo was intelligent enough to 
pick up the hints given him by the Old Testament, and so developed 


33 Similar train of thought at Gregory of Nyssa, C. Eunomium 3.2 83.21ff. Jaeger. 

34 Cf. A. M. Ritter, Art. ‘S. Isidore de Péluse’, Dictionnaire de Spiritualité 7.2 
(Paris 1971) 2098 who notes debts to John Chrysostom: M. Kertsch, ‘Isidor von 
Pelusion als Nachahmer Gregors von Nazianz’, Jahrbuch der Österreichischen Byzan- 
tinistik 35 (1985) 113-122, who rightly points out that almost no research has been 
carried out on Isidore’s debt to the earlier Patristic tradition. 

35 In numerous letters Isidore reveals that he shares the strong anti-Judaic 
views current in this period. Cf. the remarks of H. A. Niemeyer, De Isidori Pelusiotae 
vita scriptis et doctrina commentatio historica theologica (Halle 1825), printed at PG 
78.90-92 and the list of references at PG 78.1743-44. Some strong statements are 
collected by H. Schreckenberg, Die christlichen Adversus-Judaeos-Texte und thr 
literarisches und historische Umfeld (1.-11. Jh.) (Frankfurt-Bern 1982) 365-367. 

36 See above nn. 26 & 30. 
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some doctrines in his works which anticipate the Christian doctrine 
of the Trinity.?7 

A further point of interest is the fact that Isidore quotes Gen. 9:6, 
for in an exegesis of that text Philo had asked the question ‘why 
does Moses, as if speaking about another god, say ‘in the image of 
God I made man’, and not ‘in his own image’?’, and proceeded to 
develop a view of the Logos as ‘second God’ which is unique in his 
writings.?? This text is, of course, closely related to Gen. 1:26-27 on 
[185] which Basil concentrates. Indeed, in lines 62-63 Basil had cited 
Gen. 1:27, but actually in an incorrect form, £v eikövı Beod instead of 
Kat’ eikova Heod, no doubt under the influence of Gen. 9:6. The 
observation that he makes is exactly the same that inspired Philo’s 
question. Once again the the suggestion might be made that it was 
Isidore’s reading of Basil that induced him to recall the Philonic 
passage. 

There remains one further question to be asked. Why should the 
fifth century monk Isidore take the trouble to defend the Jew Philo? 
A broad answer can be given in the fact that from the time of 
Clement onwards, and especially in Eusebius, Philo had been given 
a special place in the Christian tradition as a Christian avant la lettre, 
allowing the Fathers to appropriate material and ideas from his 
works and also solve some puzzles about the beginning of the Alex- 
andrian church.3° If Philo in his situation could gain some concep- 
tion of the truth of Christian doctrine, what excuse do contempo- 
rary Christians have for rejecting it, when they can draw on the full 
evidence of revelation and the tradition of the Church? A more 
specific answer, however, lies in the local conditions in Egypt which 
form the backdrop to most of Isidore’s letters. The letter collection 
makes it clear that in Isidore’s time discussions were taking place 
between Christians and Jews on religious matters at the local level of 


37 In Orat. Cat. 1, 7.5 Srawley, where Gregory is arguing that Christian doctrine 
avoids the errors of both Hellenism and Judaism, he writes: ot0£ yap toig £5o tod 
x00’ nuäg S6ypatos &Aoyov eivat tò Heiov breiAnntat. As Srawley ad loc. points out, 
Gregory may well be thinking of Philo here. But he does not mention him, and at 
C. Eunomium 3.7 217.20 Jaeger he regards Philo as a source for the heresy of 
Eunomius. 

38 OG 2.62, Greek text cited by Eusebius PE 7.13.1, from where Isidore may 
have derived his information. 

39 See J. E. Bruns, ‘Philo Christianus: the debris of a legend’, Harvard 
Theological Review 66 (1973) 141-145, and the chapter ‘Philo Christianus’ in my 
forthcoming book Philo in Early Christian Literature, to be published in the series 
Compendia Rerum Iudaicarum ad Novum Testamentum. 
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provincial Egypt. On one occasion Isidore writes to a Jew called Ben- 
jamin on how the bread of the Eucharist has replaced the sacrifices 
of the Law, while the shewbread in the sanctuary points to Christ 
(Ep. 1.401). Other letters that give evidence of local discussions are 
1.141 (on the incarnation), 2.99 (against a Jew objecting to the 
hyperbole in John 21:25) and 3.94 (on the Christological inter- 
pretation of Deut. 18:15). Most germane to our context, however, is 
Ep. 3.19, in which Isidore gives advice to a fellow-priest involved in a 
discussion with a Jew on the validity of non-literal (i.e. allegorical or 
typological) interpretation of scripture. This man should be told 
that 'the ignorance of you Jews is refuted by two of your own writers 
who lived after the coming of Christ, Philo the master of speculative 
thought and Josephus the great historian'. It is downright unfair, he 
concludes, that the Jews should reject the testimony of their own 
writers.*? Philo may thus be regarded as a proto-Christian, but at the 
same time he is and remains a Jew. As such he can be used as 
valuable apologetic ammunition in the contest—dialogue one can 
hardly call it—against the Judaism of Isidore's own time.*! 


40 This letter is translated and commented on in the article cited above in n. 26 
[see below chapter 9]. 

41 I would like to express my thanks to Prof. J. C. M. van Winden who made 
valuable sugggestions and saved me from several errors. 


CHAPTER EIGHT 


A NOTE ON PHILO AND CHRISTIAN HERESY 


In an article in the previous volume of this Annual, I presented a 
text, translation and commentary of five letters of the Desert father 
Isidore of Pelusium in which Philo plays a significant role. One of 
the more interesting passages is found in Ep. 2.143, in which Isidore 
argues that Philo, though a Jew, anticipates the doctrine of the 
Trinity which is already present in the Old Testament:! 


With all clarity... the Old Testament... pronounces the rulership, 
not of one person, but of three hypostases and one substance. Its 
intention is, on the one hand, to denounce the Jews for having an 
unsound notion focused on a single person—in whose footsteps also 
Sabellius followed, possibly encouraged to reach the doctrine of one 
substance through an excessive regard for the equality of the Son 
with the Father—, on the other hand to banish the polytheism of the 
Greeks, whose disciples Arius and Eunomius have been convicted of 
being, because they fallaciously extended the difference of the 
hypostases to the aspect of substance. 


In acomment on this passage I remarked that ‘modern scholars per- 
ceive Philo as the ‘Father of Arianism,’ but to my knowledge he was 
never accused of such by the Church Fathers themselves.’? I now 
realize that this statement is, if not literally incorrect, certainly mis- 
leading. So before any reader corrects me, it is better that I do so 
myself. 

The major piece of evidence we have to consider is found in the 
writings of Gregory of Nyssa, active about a generation before Isi- 
dore. Gregory’s most significant anti-heretical work is undoubtedly 
his massive compilation against the heresy of Eunomius, the leader 


| D. T. Runia, ‘Philo of Alexandria in Five Letters of Isidore of Pelusium’, in 
D. T. Runia, D. M. Hay and Winston D. (edd.), Heirs of the Septuagint. Philo, 
Hellenistic Judaism and Early Christianity: Festschrift for Earle Hilgert, Brown Judaic 
Studies 230 [= The Studia Philonica Annual 3 (1991)] (Atlanta 1991) 302 [see below 
chapter 9]. 

? Ibid. 306. The scholars cited were Wolfson, Mortley, Williams, to whom can be 
added C. J. de Vogel, ‘Platonism and Christianity: a Mere Antagonism or a Pro- 
found Common Ground?’, VC 39 (1985) 11 (cf. 4). 
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of the Neo-Arian movement also known as the Anomoeans.? In this 
work (which actually consists of four separate writings*) he twice 
refers to [66] Philo.’ In the fifth book of the third work, written 
between 381 and 383 he undertakes to refute at great length an 
attack of Eunomius on his recently departed brother Basil. A child 
of his time, Gregory uses all the rhetorical techniques of invective 
and polemic at his disposal. At 3.5.23-25, after quoting some lines 
from Basil, he launches into a sharp attack on Eunomius’ style 


(2.168.5-27) :6 


These are the words of the great Basil. As for the sagacity that is 
directed against us by the opponent of these words, let those who 
have the leisure to spend their time on unprofitable things learn it 
from the writing of Eunomius himself. For I find it unpleasant to 
insert the sickening nonsense of the rhetor among my own labours 
and to record his ignorance and foolishness through the medium of 
my own words. For he continues with an ‘encomium of significant 
arguments which elucidate the underlying subject’, and in his usual 
style he compiles and glues together the rag-collection of terms 
tossed away at the crossroads. Then once again the unfortunate 
Isocrates is nibbled at and depilated for words and figures that he 
can use for the composition of his subject. There are also places 
where even Philo the Hebrew suffers the same fate, supplying him 
with terms drawn from his own labours. And not even thus has this 
elaborately stitched and multi-coloured tapestry been completed, 
but every proof and every defence of conceptions and every 
technical exercise collapses of its own accord like bubbles... 


Speaking here in quite general terms Gregory accuses Eunomius of 
being a plagiarist and a centonist, that is to say, stealing and stitch- 
ing together material (a carpet-bag, cento, medley) drawn from 
other sources.’ In his study on Philo and Gregory of Nyssa Daniélou 


3 ‘Neo-Arians’ is the best term according to R. P. C. Hanson, The Search for the 
Christian Doctrine of God (Edinburgh 1988) 598. The name ‘Anomoean’ is derived 
from the doctrine that the Son is unlike (&vópotoc) the Father. 

4 First disentangled by W. Jaeger in his edition of 1921, reprinted as Gregorii 
Nysseni opera Contra Eunomium libri, 2 vols. (Leiden 19602). 

? We ignore the text in the summary at 1.16.20, since this was added on the 
basis of the main body of the text by a later scribe; cf. Jaeger, op. cit. 1.3. 

9 My translation (cf. also the English translation by H. A. Wilson in A Select 
Library of Nicene and Post-Nicene Fathers, series 2, vol. 5 (Buffalo-New York 
1893) 193f.). 

7 Standard polemical procedure, comparable to the accustions made by Hip- 
polytus against the Gnostics, who stitch together centos from Greek philosophers; 
cf. the extensive material collected by J. Mansfeld, Heresiography in Context: 
Hippolytus’ Elenchos as a Source for Greek Philosophy, Philosophia Antiqua 56 (Leiden 
1992) 153ff. 
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drew attention to this passage, which he translated and interpreted 
as follows:? 


La premiere [mention explicite] concerne le style de Philon que 
Grégoire compare à celui d'Eunome: «(Eunome), suivant son 
procédé de style habituel, réunit, pour les coudre ensemble, les lam- 
beaux de formules toutes faites (Ae5etó1a), qui traînent dans les 
carrefours. Voici le pauvre Isocrate qui se ronge à nouveau, 
arranchant brin à brin les mots et les figures pour en composer son 
ouvrage et il arrive aussi que l'Hebreu Philon agisse de méme, récol- 
tant pour lui dans ses propres travaux les formules toutes faites». 
Trois choses ici sont à noter: la mention explicite de Philon d'abord; 
la connaissance que Grégoire a du style de Philon, ce qui implique la 
connaissance directe [67] de son ceuvre; enfin le jugement sévére à 
l'égard de Philon. Ce qui parait ici visé est le rémploi par Philon des 
mémes formules toutes faites. 


Daniélou thinks that Eunomius here is compared to Philo, with the 
implied accusation that Philo, just like Eunomius, repeats himself by 
drawing on the same formulas used elsewhere. Undoubtedly Philo ¿s 
a repetitious author, but this is not what Gregory means here. 
Daniélou's interpretation is based on an incorrect translation of the 
text.? The point is that the heretic Eunomius is an unoriginal 
author, who is dependent on other sources. Among these are Isocra- 
tes and Philo, who supply him with certain terms in his arguments. 
Gregory does not criticize Philo, but rather feels sorry for him, 
because his writings are exploited in such an unscrupulous way. On 
the other hand, the French scholar is certainly correct when he con- 
cludes from this remark that Gregory must have been acquainted 
with the Philonic corpus. 

Fortunately some fifty pages later at 3.7.8 Gregory gives an 
illustration of what he thinks Eunomius filched from Philo 
(2.217.17-218.5 Jaeger): 


8 J. Daniélou, ‘Philon et Grégoire de Nysse', in Philon d’Alexandrie. Lyon 11-15 
Septembre 1966: colloques nationaux du Centre National de la Recherche Scientifique (Paris 
1967) 333f., repeated at L tre et le temps chez Grégoire de Nysse (Leiden (1970) 86f. 

9 The text reads in Jaeger’s edition (2.168.13-18): xoi 51a tfi; avvndoug &aurod 
AéEews ovvrißnoı xai SiaKoAAG tà Ev tpióðois Aneppinneva t&v. AgSeiótov 
PAKOLATA, kai naAıv ó TANL@V TooKpatns xepteoÜ0texot puatá TE koi oxñnuorto: 
npòç thv advOeaw tod npokeinevov napatiAdAdpeEvos, Eotı de önov kat ó ‘EBpaioc 
QiAov ta ica RÜOXEL, EK TOV idtwv nóvov ovvepaviķwv aŭt tà AcGetóta. For 
Daniélou’s rendering the final sentence would have to read xpattet instead of 
naoxeı and avt instead of at. His interpretation goes back to the 17th century 
Latin translation by N. Guloni printed at Migne PG 45.747C. 
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For ‘the most eminent God (of his), anterior, he says, to all other 
beings that are generated, has power over his own dynamis’. The 
statement in its actual wording has been transferred by our literary 
hack from Philo the Hebrew to his own text, and Eunomius’ theft 
from the actual works compiled by Philo will become as clear as day 
to whoever is willing to examine them. But I have indicated this in 
the present context not so much because I reproach our literary 
hack for the poverty of his own words and thoughts, but rather 
because I wish to demonstrate to my readers the affinity between 
Eunomius’ doctrines and the texts of the Jews. For the text of Philo 
in its very wording would not have been suited to his conceptions, if 
there was not a kinship of thought between the two. Thus is possible 
to find in Philo the text ‘God is anterior to all other beings that are 
generated’, while the following phrase ‘has power over his own 
dynamis’ has been thrown in from the Neo-Judaic sect. Examination 
of the text will clearly demonstrate its absurdity... 


The passage in the work of Eunomius that Gregory is combatting 
was 6 &&oxwtartog Ügóc npò TOV GAAWV 000 YEVVNTE, THs bro Kpatet 
Svvaneog.10 Gregory claims that the phrase ó Beog mp0 tv GAXov 
000 yevvnta is literally taken over from Philo.!! This claim cannot be 
substantiated [68] from the Philonic corpus that we still possess. 
There is a small chance that it may have been located in one of the 
works of which the original Greek text has been lost, e.g. the Quaes- 
tiones. It is more likely, however, that Gregory remembered phrases 
of a similar kind from his reading of Philo and exaggerated the 
relationship into one of direct dependence. Jaeger pointed to Leg. 
3.175 ò Aöyog tod Oeod... npeoßvraroc... tv Goa yEyove (but Euno- 
mius is talking about God the Father) and Migr. 183 npo navıog tod 
yevntod (sc. &otıv ò 0eóc). Another text that Gregory may have called 
to mind is Leg. 3.4 npó yap navtds yevntod ó Beog éot1.!2 Presumably 
he will also have remembered that Philo often speaks about God’s 
Sbvanız or Övvaueıg. The remaining part of the sentence, however, 


10 ‘From Gregory’s rebuttal the work can be partly reconstructed; cf. R. P. 
Vaggione, Eunomius The Extant Works (Oxford 1987), our text at 122. 

So not including the phrase 6 &&oxwrarog Beög as one might first think. Philo 
does not use the adjective £&oxog, but cf. his expression 6 «avatar Beög at Sacr. 60, 
Decal. 53, and also in the text QG 2.62, to which we shall pay attention below (see 
at n. 29). 

1? The last two texts both involve exegesis of Ex. 17:6, so Eunomius might have 
drawn his quote from the passage in QE on that text (cf. also Somn. 2.221, with a 
reference to God's ó$vajuc). But that is pure speculation. Daniélou art. cit. 334 
remarks that 60a yevvntá is found at Praem. 28. This is not strictly correct: doa 
yevnta occurs at Plant. 66, Mos. 2.168, Spec. 2.166, Praem. 28 (for the first and last 
text a minority of mss. record yevvntà). 
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is attributed not to Philo, but to the vée ’Iovöaixn (sc. otpeoic). The 
reference here becomes clear if we adduce the polemical final 
section of Basil’s In Hexaemeron, where Gregory’s great example 
addresses the party of the Anomaans (i.e. Aetius and Eunomius) as 
‘you from the new circumcision, who advocate Judaism under the 
guise of Christianity.’ !° 

Gregory thus sees a connection between (Neo-)Arianism as 
represented by Eunomius and Judaism. On numerous occasions in 
the work he refers to the Judaizing tendency of their doctrines. At C. 
Eun. 1.177 (1.79.9ff. Jaeger), for example, Gregory argues that the 
Eunomians in effect propound the Jewish doctrine of God. They 
contend that only the being (ovota) of God truly (Kupiwc) exists, 
and reckon the being of the Son and the Holy spirit in effect to 
belong to the category of non-existents (èv toig un odoı). For that 
which does not truly (Kupiwc) exist is said to be through customary 
inexact use of language (katayproet ovvnÜOetac), just like we call a 
statue a man, though in fact it is only an image of a man.!? These 
men, it is concluded, should return from the [69] Church to the 
synagogues of the Jews. 

Gregory also makes it quite clear in the above-cited passage that 
part of the Judaizing tendency of the Neo-Arians is their exploita- 
tion of Philo’s writings. Philo’s phraseology encourages Eunomius in 
his heretical opinions, because it presents God as ontologically 
superior to all other beings that are generated, whereas in Nicene 
orthodoxy the Son is generated (yévvytoc), but in no respect 
ontologically inferior to the Father (for he is owoovot0s, ‘of the same 
substance’). But Philo’s doctrine of the Logos—interpreted as a 


13 Hex. 9.6, 518.11 Giet (= SC 26bis) (my emphasis). For the theme of God’s 
dvvapic and the Logos as Öbvanıg in Arius and Marcellinus of Ancyra, cf. A. 
Grillmeier, Christ in Christian Tradition, vol. 1 From the Apostolic Age to 
Chalcedon (451) (London-Oxford 1975?) 235, 270. The notion of Sdvapic 
frequently occurs in the remains of Eunomius (Vaggione op. cit. 200), and 1 Cor. 
1:24 is one of his favourite texts. 

14 For the theological application of the technical term xatáypnoic, which 
arguably starts in Philo, see my article, ‘Naming and Knowing: Themes in Philonic 
Theology with Special Reference to the De mutatione nominum’, in R. van den 
Broek, T. Baarda and J. Mansfeld (edd.), Knowledge of God in the Graeco-Roman 
world, EPRO 112 (Leiden 1988) 82-89 (reprinted in Exegesis and Philosophy: Studies 
on Philo of Alexandria (London 1991)). On this same subject see now the further 
examination of J. Whittaker, 'Catachresis and Negative Theology: Philo of 
Alexandria and Basilides’, in S. Gersh and C. Kannengiesser (edd.), Platonism in 
Late Antiquity (Notre Dame 1992) 61-82. 
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hypostasis separate from God himself!5—is implicit rather than 
explicit in this passage. It will be illuminating, therefore, to adduce 
one more passage from Gregory, where it is placed more explicitly 
in the foreground. 

At the beginning of the Oratio catechetica, Gregory’s sketch of a 
systematic theology, the Cappadocian Father discusses the therapy 
(or strategy, as we might now say) to be used against systems of 
thought and belief that differ from Christian orthodoxy, i.e. Helle- 
nism, Judaism and Christian heresy (Pref., 2.11-3.9):16 


You will not heal the polytheism of the Greek and the unbelief of the 
Jew concerning the only begotten God by the same means, nor can 
you use the same arguments in the case of those among the sects 
who have gone astray to overturn their deluded doctrinal fairy tales. 
For the arguments you use to correct the Sabellian will not also 
benefit the Anomoean, while the struggle against the Manichean will 
be of no assistance for the Jew, but one should, as I just said, look at 
the preconceptions that men have and construct the argument 
against the error located in each opponent, putting forward in each 
discussion certain principles and reputable propositions, so that 
through the views admitted on both sides the truth may in conse- 
quence be revealed... 


The schema that Gregory has in mind is the same used later by 
Isidore of Pelusium, that the truth of orthodoxy stands midway 
between the error of Hellenic polytheism and Judaic monotheism, 
with the Christian heresies deviating to the one or the other side.!” 
The parallelism of phrases shows that here too the doctrine of 
Eunomius and the Anomaans (or Neo-Arians) is associated with 
Judaizing. In a delightful example of the use of the dialectical 
method, Gregory [70] proceeds to refute the atheism and polytheism 
of the Greeks. Then he directs his argument to the Jewish position. 
Again his method is dialectical, starting from positions held by his 
opponents (§1, 6.12-7.9): | 


But since the doctrine of piety is able to perceive an distinction of 
hypostases in the unity of the (divine) nature, we must take care that 


15 Certain statements of Philo encourage this view, but whether it represents 
the major thrust of his Logos theology is, to my mind, doubtful. See for example 
the remarks by D. Winston, Logos and Mystical Theology in Philo of Alexandria 
(Cincinnati 1985) 49-50. 

16 My translation, based on the fine critical edition with commentary of J. H. 
Srawley, The Catechetical Oration of Gregory of Nyssa (Cambridge 1903). 

17 Cf. Ep. 2.143, and my comments in art. cit. (n. 1) 306. The arbitrariness of 
the association of heresies with Greek or Jewish thought is shown by the fact that 
Isidore’s schema is exactly the reverse of that of Gregory. 
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in our combat against the Greeks our argument does not covertly 
lapse towards Judaism. So again by means of a systematic distinction 
we should correct the error of this view. Now it is accepted by those 
outside our doctrine (toig £&o kað’ nuàg dSoypatoc) that the 
Godhead is not without logos (&Aoyoc). This agreed position of theirs 
is sufficient to articulate our argument. For he who agrees that God 
is not without logos will certainly consent to the view that he who is not 
without /ogos in any case has logos... 


Normally one would expect the phrase 'those outside our doctrine' 
to refer to Greek views, but here in the context it must apply to Jews 
or Judaizers,!? and it is to be agreed with Srawley that the prime 
example of a Jewish thinker holding the view that God has a logos 
must be Philo.!? Here we thus have (by implication) a slightly more 
positive view of Philo than in the Contra Eunomium, where Philo does 
nothing but supply the heretic with erroneous ideas. But we should 
not overlook the fact that the context is dialectical. The correct view 
that God has a logos is only the starting point of the demonstration. 
At the end Gregory repeats that ‘our doctrine will avoid in equal 
measure the absurdity of both positions (i.e. Greek and Jewish), 
confessing the living and active and creative Logos of God, which 
the Jew will not accept, and that the Logos himself and the One 
from which he has his being do not differ in their natures (i.e. 
against the Greeks) (81, 11.16—12.3).’ The truth is firmly in posses- 
sion of the tradition of orthodox Christianity. 

Gregory's accusation that Eunomius took over phraseology from 
Philo deserves further examination.?? It is certainly far from impos 
sible that he was acquainted with Philo's work. Prudence dictates, 
however, that we make allowance for the possibilities of polemical 
distortion. From Justin and Irenaeus onwards it is a standard compo- 
nent of orthodox Christian anti-heretical strategy to accuse heretics 
of deriving their erroneous doctrines from sources that fall outside 
the scope of divine inspiration or apostolic succession. Thus Hippo- 
lytus accuses the Gnostic [71] Christians of taking their doctrines 


18 Thus a counter-example to Daniélou op. cit. (n. 8) 53, who argues with 
regard to the expressions t&v 00P@V ttg or t&v E&wdEv tiec that ‘ces expressions 
en! toujours des philosophes paiens'. 

19 Srawley, op. cit. 7. He adds: ‘But the belief in a Word as a mediating 
influence was not confined to Alexandria. In Palestine it affected the language of 
the Targums.' This correct, but does not, I believe, detract from the fact that 
Gregory must primarily have Philo in mind; cf. the exploitation of Philo's Logos 
doctrine by Eusebius in his PE, to which shall return below. 

20 Starting with the texts collected by Vaggione, of. cit. (n. 10). 


PHILO AND CHRISTIAN HERESY 151 


from Pythagoras and Empedocles, the Cappadocians accuse Aetius 
and Eunomius of learning their futile dialectical arguments from 
Aristotle, and so on.?! Philo too stands outside both the biblical and 
the Christian tradition, and so can be regarded as an extraneous 
source of error. As we saw, however, Gregory's attitude to him is, in 
the circumstances, rather mild. 

Are there any other sources that reveal that Philo might be 
regarded as the source of heretical error? We have already referred 
to the final pages of Basil's In Hexaemeron, where, in giving a brief 
account of the creation of man, Basil attacks both Jews and Ano- 
moeans for their erroneous views. Having cited the first words of 
Gen. 1:26, Basil immediately launches into a strong attack on an 
unnamed Jew who 'continued to fight against the truth, asserting 
that God was conversing with himself'.?? A number of commentators 
on this text have argued that Philo is the Jew that Basil has in 
mind.?? But in a detailed analysis of the passage I have shown that 
Basil is speaking in quite general terms, and that a Rabbinic 
tradition of interpretation is alluded to.?* A close connection is 
postulated between Judaizing and Christian heresy in this text, but 
there is no reference to the role of Philo.?5 

Of more relevance is another author, who makes extensive use of 
both Philo and Basil, Ambrose. Indeed the bishop of Milan is the 
most prolific exploiter of Philonic material in the entire Patristic 
tradition. In five treatises Ambrose follows Philo so closely that large 
sections virtually amount to a paraphrase of the original source, 
even though Philo's name is in fact only mentioned once.*6 In his 
splendid analysis of these treatises, Savon has shown that, in spite of 


21 For Hippolytus see Mansfeld op. cit. (n. 7), passim; for the Anomceans my 
article, ‘Festugiére Revisited: Aristotle in the Greek Patres', VC 43 (1989) 23-26. 

22 [n Hex. 9.6, 514.2 Giet. 

23 Giet at SC 26bis (Paris 19687) 514 n. 3, Daniélou, art. cit. (n. 8) 336, M. Nal- 
dini, Basilio di Cesarea Sulla Genesi (Omilie sull'Esamerone) (no place given 1990) 401. 

24 "Where, tell me, is the Jew...': Basil, Philo and Isidore of Pelusium’ (forth- 
coming in Vigiliae Christianae) [7 chapter 7 in this volume]. 

?5 Cf. also Ambrose's adaptation of this passage at Exam. 6.7.40, where he 
polemicizes against both Jews and Arians. But there is no indication that he sees a 
reference to Philo. 

26 E. Lucchesi, L'usage de Philon dans l'œuvre exégétique de Saint Ambroise: une 
‘Quellenforschung’ relative aux Commentaires d'Ambroise sur la Genese, ALGHJ 9 
(Leiden 1977) 7, has estimated that Ambrose uses Philo on some 600 occasions. 
The single explicit mention is at De Paradiso 4.25, where Ambrose criticizes Philo 
for exegesis that remains on the moral level, and is insufficiently spiritual. 


152 CHAPTER EIGHT 


this close relationship, Ambrose is very conscious of the nature of his 
source, as is indicated by the subtle corrections that he introduces 
into his paraphrases and adaptations. In particular Ambrose is aware 
of the fact [72] that Philo is a Jew, and that his opinions may 
encourage lapses into Arianism.*” Two examples are of particular 
interest for our theme. In the first both writers give exegesis of Gen. 
4:3, where Cain does not give an offering until ‘after some days’, 
whereas the virtuous do this with all speed. Fastest of all is God him- 
self. For purposes of comparison I place the two texts side by side:?8 


Philo, De sacrificiis 65 Ambrose, De Cain et Abel 1.8.32 

For God spoke and acted toge- God gives swiftly, since he spoke, and action 
ther, placing no interval between took place, he ordered, and creation took 
the two. But if one should put place. For the word of God is not, as 
forward a more truly phrased someone asserts, his product (opus), but is 
doctrine, his word (Aóyoc) was his in activity (operans), as you find written... 
deed (£pyov). (citation of John 5:17 follows) 


It is apparent that Ambrose has misunderstood the purport of 
Philo’s words, which intend to say that, because there is no time- 
lapse between God’s word and its taking place, word and deed can be 
identified. Ambrose thinks that the term épyov means ‘product’, and 
so explicitly corrects Philo: the word of God is not an opus, but 
rather an operans, always fully active. The anonymous reference must 
be to Philo. As Savon has penetratingly observed, this ‘correction’ 
can only explained if we accept that Ambrose is on the look-out for 
expressions in Philo that might give support to Arian doctrine. 

The second example is found in De Noe, where Ambrose follows 
very closely the exegesis of Gen. 6-10 that Philo gives in QG 1.87- 
2.82. The text that interests us gives exegesis of Gen. 9:6. Again we 
place original and derived (but adapted) text side by side:?? 


Philo, QG 2.62 Ambrose, De Noe 26.99 

Why does he say, as if speaking about Many people too are disturbed that he 
another god, ‘in the image of God I should say ‘in the image of God I made 
made man’ (Gen. 9:6), but not ‘in his man (Gen. 9:6)’, and that he did not say 
own image’? Excellently and wisely ‘in my image’, since he himself is God. 
this oracular utterance is given. For But it should be understood that there is 


27 H. Savon, Saint Ambroise devant 1 exégése de Philon le Juif, 2 vols. (Paris 1977), 
esp. 1.118-139. 

28 My translation; texts at Cohn-Wendland 1.228-229, and Schenkl CSEL 
32.1.367. 

29 My translation; texts at Petit PAPM 33.116, Schenkl CSEL 32.1.482. 
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nothing that is mortal can be likened 
unto the highest God and Father of 
the universe (mpOç TOV Avwraro Kal 
NATEPA TOV wv), but to the second 
god (mpdc tov Sedtepov Beöv), who is 
his Logos. For it was necessary that the 
rational element in the soul of man 
should be marked by the divine 
Logos, since the God anterior to the 
Logos (ó npo tod Adyov Beoc) tran- 
scends every rational nature. It was 
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the Father and there is the Son. Although 
all things are created through the Son, 
nevertheless we say that the Father made 
all things and that they are created 
through the Son, as is written, ‘in wisdom 
you made all things (Ps. 103:24).’ If, 
therefore, it is the Father who speaks, 
then he created in the image of the Word 
[73] (ad imaginem verbi); if it is the Son 
who speaks, then he created in the image 
of God the Father (ad imaginem dei patris). 


And so he reveals that man has a nature 
that is related to and intimate with God, 
that is of the rational man, according to 
which we are created in the image of 
God. 


unlawful that anything that has come 
into being should be thought a 
likeness of Him who exists beyond the 
Logos in the most excellent and tran- 
scendent state. 


Philo’s exegesis, which, in calling the Logos ‘the second god’ 
subordinates the Logos to God himself more clearly than anywhere 
else in his writings, is substantially rewritten by Ambrose. It is to be 
agreed with Savon that Ambrose’s adaptation, with its insistence on 
the equivalence of Father and Son, can be only explained as a deli- 
berate affirmation of Nicene theology in the face of a Philonic text 
which gives active support to a subordinationalist Logos doctrine. 
The reason we are able to compare Ambrose’s text with the Philonic 
original is that it has been preserved by Eusebius in his Praeparatio 
Evangelica. Eusebius quotes it because it illustrates the ‘Hebrew 
theology’ which he, as a sympathizer with a (moderately) Arianizing 
theology, finds conducive to his own views.?! The danger of Philonic 
influence that Ambrose needs to combat, even while making such 
extensive use of his writings, was thus very real. 

The texts that have been brought forward in this brief note all 
belong to the period of the 370’s and 380’s, when Nicene ortho- 
doxy, already gaining the ascendancy, confronted the second wave 
of Arianism, as propagated by the Anomoeans Aetius and Eunomius. 
To my knowledge—but here too I would be delighted to stand cor- 
rected—there are no sources that indicate an explicit connection 
between Philo and the first wave of Arianism, as initiated by Arius 
himself.?? Arius’ works are for the most part lost; his great opponent 


30 Savon, op. cit. 123. 

31 As pointed out by Savon, op. cit. 124; the text is found at PE 7.13.1-2. 

32 | exclude Eusebius here, because he is operating at a much more general 
level, attempting to establish historical antecedents for features of Christian 
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Athanasius never mentions Philo by name. In this light my observa- 
tion in the article on Isidore was not wholly off the mark. Further 
investigation, however, may modify this picture. 

Finally we should, perhaps, return to the remarks of Isidore 
which were the starting point of this little piece of research. Clearly 
Isidore’s highly positive attitude towards Philo, as we find in Ep. 
2.143, contrasts rather sharply with the more negative approach that 
we find in Gregory and Ambrose. Various explanations can be given. 
Isidore is writing in Egypt, and perhaps something still lingers of the 
Alexandrian heritage of Clement, Origen and Didymus, which 
caused Philo’s writings to be [74] preserved in the first place. More- 
over circumstances have changed: Isidore is writing a generation 
later, when the threat to orthodox doctrine was less direct. But we 
should also not discount the influence of Isidore’s own local 
situation, where he is in contact with Jews who decline to make the 
move to Christianity. Philo the Alexandrian Jew is put to use as a 
weapon against Jewish recalcitrance.?? Such are the curious twists 
that occur in intellectual history. 


doctrine, and certainly not specifically linking Philo with Arianism. 
33 See the remarks at art. cit. (n. 1) 318. 
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1. Introduction 


One of the more obscure and unusual of the Church Fathers is 
Isidore of Pelusium, a Saint in both the Eastern and Western eccle- 
siastical tradition. A weighty tome in Migne’s Patrologia Graeca (vol. 
78) contains a collection of some 2000 letters from his pen. From 
these, and from rather scanty reports in other sources, we learn that 
he was a priest of the church of Pelusium to the east of the Nile 
delta, just under halfway from Alexandria to Jerusalem.! It appears 
that, appalled at the immorality and corruption of the local clergy, 
he came into sharp conflict with the bishop Eusebius and his fellow- 
priests, and decided to retire to the desert. There for many years he 
lived the ascetic life of a desert monk, probably as a member of a 
monastic community (xowópiov).? Through his epistolary activities, 
however, he maintained contact with a vast array of correspondents, 
ranging from humble folk in the neighbourhood and local civil and 
ecclesiastical dignitaries to eminent figures such as the Emperor 
Theodosius and the Alexandrian Patriarch Cyril. 

The dates of his birth and death can be approximately fixed on 
the evidence of the Letters. He was born, possibly at Alexandria,’ in 
about 365-375 Ap.* We may be fairly certain that it was at Alexandria 


l For general accounts, including biographical and bibliographical details, see 
Schmid (1948) 1-8, Quasten (1960) 180-185, Ritter (1971), and above all Evieux 
(1975). I have not gained access to Fouksas (1970). 

2 In the tradition he was the Abbot of a monastery, but this is not confirmed by 
early sources or the evidence of the Letters. Many of these, however, praise the 
monastic life. 

3 This is affırmed by Ephraem, the 6th century Patriarch of Antioch, according 
to Quasten (1960) 181 (no reference given). 

4 The traditional date is 365, but Evieux has shown that Epp. 1.178, 489 cannot 
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that he received his not inconsiderable training in classical litera- 
ture, rhetoric, and (to a lesser extent) Greek philosophy. Here too, 
we may surmise that he first gained acquaintance with writers in the 
Alexandrian tradition such as Clement and Philo. But there is no 
evidence that he came into direct contact with the leading exegete 
and scholar of the church in [296] Alexandria, Didymus the blind.’ 
According to some sources he was a pupil of John Chrysostom, but 
this must be taken in a spiritual sense. Isidore was a great admirer of 
the bishop, and some of his letters are little more than extracts from 
the latter’s works. In his exegesis and his theological views he reveals 
connections with both the Antiochean and the Alexandrian schools. 
The date of his death must be placed in about 435 ap, for the last 
topical references in the letters are to the Council of Ephesus (431) 
and the events that followed it. 

In the later Patristic and Byzantine period Isidore was above all 
famous for his huge collection of letters. According to Severus of 
Antioch (6th century) he wrote almost 3000. But the collection we 
have is confined to a round 2000 letters, collected during his life- 
time or soon after his death and arranged into a definitive edition 
by the monks in the Akoimete monastery in Constantinople between 
450 and 550.6 A selection of 49 letters on mainly christological 
subjects was translated into Latin by the Roman deacon Rusticus 
during the 6th century and appended to the Acta of the Council of 
Ephesus. The Letters were very popular during the Byzantine 
period. In the 9th century Photius describes him, together with Basil 
and Gregory of Nazianzus, as one of the masters of ancient Christian 
epistolography, and also calls him a model of the priestly and ascetic 
life.’ 

The corpus of Isidore’s letters is not very well known, and has 
been scarcely exploited for studies on intellectual life in the early 
5th century. The main reason for the inaccessibility is the lack of a 


have been written to the Praetorian Prefect Rufinus (d. 395), so Isidore may have 
been born later. 

5 To the contrary, it has been speculated that he was the fourth member of the 
student coterie of Synesius, to whom he writes some letters; cf. Lacombrade 
(1951) 54f. But it requires some imagination to see him as a serious student of the 
famous Neoplatonist philosopher and teacher Hypatia. 

6 Cf. Quasten (1960) 182. The corpus in the edition in Migne contains 2012 
letters in 5 books, among which are 19 doublets. Rusticus tells us that the edition 
he used in 566 contained 4 codices, each containing 500 letters. 

7 Ep. 207 Lauordas-Westerink. 
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modern edition.® The text published by Migne is a reprint of the 
edition of A. Morel dating back to 1638, with various readings added 
by P. Possinus (1670). But Morel’s edition is itself a most curious 
composite, since it consists of three previous editions bundled to- 
gether: J. de Billy and J. Chatard (Books I-III), C. Ritterhusius (IV), 
A. Schottius (V), each of whom contributed a Latin translation and 
learned notes. P. Evieux has shown that in the process the consistent 
consecutive numbering of the Letters in the manuscripts has been 
abandoned, and in the case of the last two [297] books, completely 
jumbled.? The text itself is poor and often confused, and totally fails 
to meet modern standards. Its greatest defect is the failure to make 
use of the oldest and by far best of the mss., the Codex Ba 1 of 
Grottaferrata. It is to be hoped that a critical edition will be available 
in the not too distant future.!° Accessibility to the corpus is also 
hampered by the very imperfect indexing in Migne's reprint.!! 

The aim of this modest contribution is to examine the four letters 
in the Isidoran corpus in which the Church father makes direct 
reference to Philo of Alexandria, together with a fifth interesting 
letter which has hitherto been neglected by modern scholars. It 
forms part of a research project which aims to illuminate the fate of 
Philo's writings and thought in the Patristic period. Isidore's letters 
are interesting and valuable evidence of the way in which the 
Alexandrian Jew was known and regarded at the beginning of 5th 
century. It is a very great pleasure to be able to dedicate the article 
to Earle Hilgert, whose interest in all aspects of Philonic research is 
so wide-ranging that it will certainly extend to the information 
supplied by our obscure Egyptian desert Father.!? 

In modern times, after Isidore's testimony was published by Cohn 
in his great edition in 1896,!? only two scholarly publications have 


8 My account of the various editions is based on Évieux (1975) 45ff. 

9 See Évieux (1975). In anticipation of the definitive edition which will have to 
revert to the mss. numbering, I have added the mss. numbers as listed by Evieux 
in brackets to the headings of the five letters dealt with in this article. 

10 According to Geerard (1979) 82 it is being prepared by P. Evieux. Unfortu- 
nately, despite repeated efforts, we have been unable to enter into contact with 
this scholar. 

1 Only an index of addressees and a very imperfect subject index. Most 
unfortunately there is no index of biblical references. The Letters are also not yet 
available on the TLG databank. 

1? See the excellent collection of bibliographical information on Philo in the 
Patristic period collected in Hilgert (1984) 79-81. 

13 C-W 1.cix-cx. The only other references to Isidore given in this edition are 
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been dedicated to the theme of Philo in Isidore. L. Bayer in a 1915 
study on Isidore’s classical education devotes a rather unsatisfactory 
discussion of less than 2 pages to the four main letters.!* Much more 
valuable is the contribution of the distinguished German scholar L. 
Früchtel. In preparing his revised edition of Clement of Alexandria, 
Früchtel worked his way through the entire corpus looking for 
traces of usage of Clement and other authors. In two brief articles 
he not only makes penetrating comments on our 4 letters, but also 
notes passages in 14 other letters in which Isidore makes anonymous 
use of Philonic material.!5 [298] 

The method that I shall follow is as follows. For each letter the 
Greek text will be presented, followed by an English translation and 
a brief commentary. Unfortunately the text will have to be based on 
the defective textual basis found in Migne. It will be necessary to 
alter it at various points, as indicated in an apparatus criticus, which 
records only the deviations from Migne.!6 The translation is the first 
to be made into a modern language.!’ The commentary will be 
selective, above all focusing on those aspects of the letters which are 
of relevance to our knowledge of Philo and his presence in the 
church Fathers. The references in the commentary are to the lines 
of the Greek text (placed in square brackets in the translation). In 
some brief concluding remarks various themes that emerge in the 
letters will be brought together. 

Finally it should be pointed out that there is an important diffe- 
rence between the group of 4 letters in which Philo is actually 
named, and the other group in which anonymous use is made of 
Philonic material.!® In the latter Isidore is simply appropriating 
ideas as it suits him. In the former Philo is being used for strategic 


to Ep: 3.115 at Jos. 175, 3.289 at Virt. 59. 

14 Bayer (1915) 80-82. 

15 Früchtel (1938). Because the article is rather inaccessible I note the 
identifications it contains: Ep. 2.215 to Spec. 3.76; 3.104 to Somn. 2.147, QG 2.60; 
3.160 to Mos. 1.31; 3.243 to QG 1.28; 3.288 (and 3.179) to QG 4.99; 3.356 to Jos. 5; 
3.362 to QE 2.110; 4.87 to Mos. 1.141; 4.155 to Mut. 3; 5.169 to Mos. 2.27; 5.302 to 
Anim. 100. The prevalence of Mos. and the Quaestiones is notable. A number of 
these texts, e.g. the last one, are also found as brief bon mots in the Florilegia. One 
wonders whether Isidore took them from an anthology. 

16 The reader should note too that it was necessary to make numerous changes 
in the punctuation. 

17 I would like to offer my warm thanks to Prof. J. C. M. van Winden (Leiden), 
with whom I discussed the translation, and who saved me from several errors. 
Needless to say, responsibility for remaining shortcomings is entirely mine. 

18 As identified by Fruchtel (1938); see above n. 15. 
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purposes, since there is presumably a reason why his name is explicitly 
mentioned. It is this deliberate use of the Philonic heritage that 
interests us most in the current article, and that is why I am concen- 
trating on these particular letters. It should be emphasized, how- 
ever, that this article does not offer a complete treatment of the sub- 
ject of Philo’s presence in this remarkable epistolary corpus. [299] 


2. Five letters: text, translation, commentary 
Ep. 2.143 (= Ep. 643 Evieux) 


IIAYAOI 
&yapot THY &AnÜOeiav, thv TOV OVVETOV tàs WHYS eic TO kai TH TOV 
oiketov Goyuótov npoANnyeı paynoacBar nepıomoacav. oUto yàp 
cop) xoi Aaurpàv toic BOvAOLEVOIC KATONTEDOOL thv nepi ths &yiac 
zpıddog Evvorav [od] xoi Ev «fj natai dialky éyxatéonaptar f 
S1LdAcKaNta, WS xoi DiAwva, Kaito. lovdatov Ovra Kai InAwrnv, dv’ 
Ov AnoAkAoıne ovyypauuátov anonaxnoaodaı tH oixeia BpnoKeta. 
BacaviCwv yap tò eipnuevov rapa tod Deod, «Ev eikövı Heod érotnoa 
tov &vOponov», Nvaykachn Oro ts &AnÜOsiac xoi Eteßıachn Kai tov 
tod Heod Adyov BeoAoyfjooı. ti yap; ei Kai Sedtepov TOV cuvoitótov tà 
rapi, xoi GPLBLOd Kal xpóvov Svta &VOTEPOV kadet, ts akpıßelog pm 
EPIKVODLEVOG, OUMWS Evvolav EOXE kal ETEPOD NPOOWNOV. Kal ODK 
Eevradda uóvov todto Enadev, GAAG Kai tò Heög xoà KUPLOG EpuNvEdoaL 
reipopevoc, Tic BacıAıkwrarng tpiáðoç Evvolav Eoxgv. 0 AEYOV yàp 
Ott eig ott ô Osóc, od npóc TOV &piOuóv katéðpape ths pováðoç, GAA 
TMPOG TO LVOTHPLOV tfjg tpiáðoc, TO TOV HEV TOVTN OtaipetQv EVLKO- 
tepov TOV OE OVTMS LOVASIKOV AQPBOVOTEPOV: kal OVTWS KATH KPÅTOG 
EINEV oto thv WoYTV, Oo Avaykacdijvaı todto SuappHSnv Kai eixetv 
Kai èv ovyypóppuact katadeiyor. Sbo yàp EONGEV civar TH TOD Övrog 
Svvapetc, OV ñ HEV romt) Kal Edepyerikn, got, kadetta góc: h 62 
Bacıdıkn xoi TILWPNTLKT] KDPLOG, oo nöppw Baivæv tod einovrog 
«Xpiotóc Oeod Sdvaptc Kai Oeod cogia:» Sdvapic ODK &VUTOGTATOG 
AAG EVOTOOTATOSG kai TAVTOSOVALOG xoi orootioeov SNLLOVPYOG Kai 
icoo0evnc EKEIVOD, oo Sbvapic Eotıv. xoi náv 0 PiAwv nepi TOD 
Beanarog od eide Moofiq Exepatov qnoi: «Bean TANKTUKOTOATOV 
Op.» eita ner’ dAtya: «Kate péonv ÖE thv pAóya popoh tis HV rept- 
kaAAcsrarn TOV OPATOV éuoephç oddevi, Oeocsrðéctatov yaua, qüc 
AUYOELÖEOTEPOV TOD mupóc ANAOTPANTOVGA, HV Qv TIG UXETÜTQOEV 
eikóva TOD Övrog eivat.» ei SE cic nepi Tic eikövog &KpIPd> BobAEtar 
uaĝðetv, &xovéto ppaLovrog TIadAov nepi tod Xpiotod: «Og éottw 
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cikOv TOD HEOd tod dopatov.» odKodv x&xeivoc DeoAoyiac d6pB05d6Eov 
Greta. un yàp on thv akpißerov Inte napa tod 6vvnOévroc SAWS Sià 
ovveow &iÀikpiwi] Kal Katontedoon thv AANdELOaV Kal Ti oikeiq 
OpnoKeia anopayéoacBar. &XX' &xeivo Evvoei, Ótt elc £v TPOOWNOV oo 
ovverAeioe thv ÜgoAoytav, dc ot &rxotógvtot TOV Tovdatov kanta 
TPOANYEL twi Katexouevor SoypatiCovolv. odK £x TODTWV SE LOVOV 
TLANKTUKOTATOV övtæv EIS TOGADTHV mpoonyx9n, Bc ye TyOdpAL, thv 
£vvotav, GAAG koi EK TOD «TOIMOWHEV &vOponov katà eixóva tiuecé- 
pav kal KAT’ OLOLWOLV'» xoi EK TOD «éDpeGe KOptoc rapà xupiov:» xoi 
EK TOD «ékóA eoe KUPLOG EV OVOMATL Koplo `> kal Ek TOD «EINEV ô KOPLOG 
TO Koplo Lov: kåĝov Er SeELOV pov» kal èx TOD «£v ool O Ügóc, Kal où 
ei ó Beög’» Todg yàp A€yovtac Sti [300] pvpidKic Eotiv Kytoc ó BEdc, 
KOL TO «KYLOG, üyıog Ayıog xopioc caoo0» rapepunvedoar TOALAVTAC, 
Aaunpógç £A£yxev tò «eEeCHntnoa tò npóconóv cov, 10 TPdGMNbV 00v, 
Kopie, Gntfjoo. un anootpewys TO npóoonov AT’ pod.» ei UN yàp nv 
Gyiav TPIXdA &veknputtev 0 PPACAaG, repittoAoytag ÖLKo1og v ein 
Anarındiivar Sixac. od uóvov 88 Ev tovto: xpfivaı yàp oiar ext 
CAPEGTEPOV poar pnröov: GAAG xoi Ev TO «Bdoov TH Oe Ovotav 
ALVEGERG, KAL Gmó0oç TO DWIOTW TAG £0xàc 00v, kai ENIKGAEOaL HE EV 
Tuépo OAtweus, xoà é&eAobpot og, kat SoEdoetic HE.» ei uh yàp h TpLäg 
evradda caps éxnpotteto, &xpriv pnOfivar: Hücov tH Be Ovoiav 
QIVEGEWS, KAI ANOOOG ADTO TAG EÙXÁG GOV, xoi ENIKAAECOL ADTOV EV 
Tupa BAiyews cov, xoi é€eAcitat oe, kal doEdoeic adbtév. GAA’ odtH 
HEV odK Epp£dn: eipntar 68 Wc EIPNTAL. GAGs yàp Kal ià tovtov Kal 
ÔL GAA@V noAÀGv [GanEp] (iva un pakpòv nOINGwW TOV Aóyov viv 
rapadeiyo toic akovew Svvapevoic) knpotter T] rao ralk Ort 
ody EVOG rpooonovu [xnpvrrei] ógonotetav, GAAG TPLOV LEV òro- 
OTAGEMV puc bE ooctag: Iva kai Tovdaiwv otnAitevon thv Oç EQ’ 
ËvOç npoconov ody byi Evvorov, oig Kai LZaßeAAıog HKoAovOnoev, 
toag EK tfjg Ayav TOD viod TPG TOV natépa ioótntog £lg TO [iav 
bnóotacw doynaricaı vevpwGeic, xoi 'EAAnvov éEootpakion thv 
roAvdeiav, àv "Apeiog koi Edvoutos &&Aocav civar qovtmtat, THY TOV 
DIOOTAGEOV ÖLAPOPAV eic thv Odoiav TapAAdyws £Axooavtec. Ei ÖE TIC 
ain: oux ti yàp LN GANAS Kai ówxppnónv ¿é apxiic tata KEKNPVKTAL; 
PAINV OTL uoto. LEV toic ovvetOc GKODOVOL AGUTPA goTLV AUTN xod 
anodereic Kal S1SaoKaAia, ic Kal TO CONG 0EE DiAovi. ei de Kal 
OVVECKLAGLEVWS épp£On, Exeivo AoyiCecBar xph, ötı Tovdatorc toic eig 
noAvdelav pénovci vouoder@v odk e5oKipace ÖLAPOPAV TPODOROV 
cioayayeiv: iva koi un ÖLAPOPOV póc EV toig DROGTAGEGIV civar 
Soywaticavtes eig cidwAoAatpiav EKKVALCHWO1V: GAAG TO tfjg uov- 
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apxias £& àpxfic pa8dovtes paOnpa, Kate pixpov TO tv broox%ogov 
Gva616078G01 Sdypa, TO TAAL eig EvdtTHTA POGEWS &vatp£yov: Oc 
eivai tà èv Evıcög Aeyóueva tfjg TAVTOTHTOC tfjg PdoEWS rapa- 
OtaTiKó- tà OE DIEPBaivovta tòv &£vixóv &P1OLOV tic TOV DOOTACEMV 
LÖLÖTNTOG tfjg eig iav ODOIAV GLVAYOLEVNG. TO HEV yàp Siapdpovc 
pboeıg drorideodon '"EAAnvixóv: tò ÖE EV npóocomnov Myovv utov 
onróctaciv, lovdaikov. TO ÖE rÀatovovta Eig thv KYIV tpiáða THC 
VMOOTAGEIG eic HIAV ovoiav ovvayew ópðótatóv oti Kol G&AN- 
Béotatov Séypa. 

4 Migne (posthac M) per dittographiam legit [ob] goyev. 6 Aéyov yap Sti eig 
gotiv ó Oeds, od npóc tov Apıduov Katédpaye tfjg HOVAdog, (AX mpoç TO HVOTNPIOV 
tfjg Tpıaödog, quae post tfjg BaoıAıkwrarng tpıadog Evvorav (r. 13) transponenda; 
cf. Ritterhusii adnotatio ad textum et textus citatus apud Souda s.v. 0góç. 7 enoinoe 
M. 19 M tac övrog Svvepetc, OV f| uv nomrımn. 27 onevónocev M. 35 uóvov 


TAHKTITOTATwV secl. M perperam. 41 toAp@vtec M. 54 &nep et Knpvttet seclusi. 60 
eFootpaxioar M. 63 oops M. 


To Paul 
I admire the truth for the way in which she has induced the souls of 
intelligent men even to combat the preconceived opinion they have 
of [301] their own doctrines. For the teaching of the truth has 
embedded the concept of the holy Trinity so clearly and lucidly also 
in the Old Testament for those who wish to observe it that Philo, 
though a Jew and a zealous one at that, in the writings which he left 
behind comes into conflict with his own religion. When he examines 
the words spoken by God, ‘in the image of God I made man (Gen. 
9:6)', he is constrained and compelled by the truth also to recognize 
the divine Logos as God. What is the case? Even if he calls him who 
is coeternal with the [10] Father 'second' and 'higher than number 
and time', failing therein to reach precision, nevertheless he did 
gain a conception of another person. And not only did this happen 
to him in this instance, but also when he attempted to interpret the 
expression ‘God and Lord’ he gained a conception of the most royal 
(or highest) Trinity. He that asserts that God is one, does not run up 
against the numerical unit of the monad, but rather against the 
mystery of the Trinity, which is more unified than wholly discrete 
entities but richer than what is truly monadic. Indeed this teaching 
of the truth took hold of his soul with such force that he was 
compelled both to declare it quite explicitly and leave it behind in 
his writings. He declared that there were two powers of Him that is, 
of which the one, he says, is the creative and beneficent power and is 
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called God (theos), the other is the [20] royal and punitive power 
and is called Lord (kurios). In so doing he moves not very far from 
the one who said “Christ the power of God and the wisdom of God 
(1 Cor. 1:24)’, not a unsubstantial power but one with a separate 
existence, all-powerful, creator of the hypostases, of equal strength 
to the one whose power he is. In another text Philo, giving an 
account of the vision that Moses saw, describes him as ‘seeing a most 
startling sight’. Then a few lines later he continues: ‘In the middle of 
the flame was an exceedingly beautiful form, unlike any visible 
object, a most God-like image, emanating a light more brilliant than 
that of the fire. One might conjecture it to be an image of He who 
is.’ But if a person wishes to gain more precise knowledge about the 
image, let him hear Paul’s description of Christ, “who is [30] image 
of the unseen God (Col. 1:15)’. Thus Philo too comes close to 
orthodox speaking about God. You should certainly not seek to 
obtain precision from him who through the sheer purity of his 
understanding was actually able to gain sight of the truth and even 
came into conflict with his own religion. But this you should 
understand, that he did not confine his speaking about God to a 
single person, as is the doctrinal position of the uneducated 
teachers of the Jews who are held fast in their preconceived opinion. 
And it was not only on the basis of these quite startling texts that he 
developed such an, in my view, advanced position, but also from the 
text ‘ let us make man according to our image [302] and likeness 
(Gen. 1:26)’, and from the text ‘the Lord rained from the Lord 
(Gen. 19:24)’, and from the text ‘the Lord called in the name of the 
Lord (Ex. 33:19?)’, and from the text ‘the Lord said [40] to my 
Lord, sit at my right side (Ps. 109:1), and from the text ‘in you is 
God and you are God (Ps. 24:5»). Those who assert that God is holy 
a countless number of times, and have the temerity to misinterpret 
the text ‘holy, holy, holy is the Lord Sabaoth (Is. 6:3)’ are brilliantly 
refuted by the text ‘I sought your face (person), your face, Lord, I 
shall seek. Do not turn your face from me’ (Ps. 26:8)’. Unless the 
writer was proclaiming the holy Trinity, he would justly stand 
accused of superfluous language. This is not only the case here, 
but—I think I should embark on a clearer verse—in the text 
‘sacrifice to God a sacrifice of praise, and render your prayers to the 
most High, and call upon me in a day of trouble, and I shall deliver 
you, and you shall glorify me (Ps. 49:14—15). If it was not the holy 
Trinity [50] that was clearly being proclaimed here, what should 
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have been said was: sacrifice to God a sacrifice of praise, and render 
him your prayers, and call upon him in the day of your trouble, and 
He will deliver you, and you shall glorify him. But this was not what 
was said. It was spoken in the way it was spoken. With all clarity, 
therefore, both through these texts and many others which the Old 
Testament pronounces—but so as not to unduly lengthen my 
account I will leave these to those able to understand—, it pro- 
nounces the rulership, not of one person, but of three hypostases 
and one substance. Its intention is, on the one hand, to denounce 
the Jews for having an unsound notion focussed on a single person 
—in whose footsteps also Sabellius followed, possibly encouraged to 
reach the doctrine of one [60] substance through an excessive 
regard for the equality of the Son with the Father—, on the other 
hand to banish the polytheism of the Greeks, whose disciples Arius 
and Eunomius have been convicted of being, because they falla- 
ciously extended the difference of the hypostases to the aspect of 
substance. If someone should object ‘why were these doctrines not 
proclaimed clearly and explicitly from the very beginning?’, my 
answer would be that both as demonstration and as teaching it was 
pellucidly clear to men of intelligence and understanding, as it 
indeed was to the wise Philo. And if these words have been spoken 
in an enigmatic fashion, it should be taken into account that 
Scripture in giving the Law did not think it a good idea to introduce 
a difference of persons to Jews who showed an inclination to 
polytheism, lest they should teach that there was also a difference in 
nature in the hypostases and so plunge headlong into idolatry; but it 
was better that, having learnt from the beginning the tenet of divine 
[70] unicity, they should gradually be taught the doctrine of the 
hypostases which reverts back again to a unity of nature; thus 
pronouncements of unity were indicative of the sameness of the 
divine nature, while statements [303] exceeding the single number 
revealed the individuality of the hypostases which is contracted into 
a single being. The assumption of different natures is Hellenic, the 
assumption of a single person or hypostasis is Judaic. To extend the 
hypostases to the holy Trinity and contract them into a single being 
is absolutely true and orthodox doctrine. 


COMMENTARY 
Theme: The orthodox doctrine of the Trinity, which represents the full 
truth of Scripture, avoids the excess of divine unity espoused in Judaism 
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and the excess of divine plurality adhered to by Hellenism. Philo was intel- 
ligent enough to perceive something of this truth in his reading of the Old 
Testament and so came into conflict with his own religion. But you will not 
find the full orthodox position in his writings. 

Addressee. Paul was presumably a layman, since no title is given. From 
other letters we learn that he was a man with a good deal of intellectual 
curiosity, who liked to pose Isidore questions on scientific and theological 
subjects (cf. 2.100, 3.33 etc.). The previous letter (Ep. 2.142) is a short 
statement on the Holy Trinity affirming that one should not compress the 
divine nature 'lovóaikQGc. Paul must have asked to him to elaborate on 
this, perhaps posing the question why the Old Testament does not contain 
the doctrine of the Trinity. He may even have objected that Philo was a 
Jew and yet had premonitions of Christian doctrine. Isidore proceeds to 
explain his position in much more detail. 

line 1. Gyapat. Isidore is fond of the formula ‘I admire’; cf. 3.289, 4.169. 
The truth is personified, an easy move because it is virtually identified with 
d1dao0KaAia (scriptural teaching). We note the somewhat sententious style 
characteristic of late ancient epistolography. As Isidore writes in 5.133, the 
letter should be neither &xóoymntoc nor eig Opbyıv KexoounpEevoc ñ tpvońv, 
but rather should have such adornment as suffices both for usefulness and 
beauty. Sometimes initial phrases of politesse were stripped from letters on 
publication. In this case, however, Isidore probably prefers to dispense 
with formalities and launch into a striking beginning. 

11.34. thv zepi tfjg àytag Tpıdödog Évvotav [o5] The text as printed 
in Migne is seriously corrupt because three lines have been inserted in the 
second sentence which actually belong about 8 lines further down. Not 
only does Ritterhusius point out the correct text in a note to Migne, but it 
is confirmed by an extract in the Souda, which most interestingly refers to 
the Philonic conception of 80g xoi xópiog as summarized by Isidore in its 
entry for the word deög (1.698 Adler). C-W 1.cviii fail to print the correct 
text, even though they mention the Byzantine witness in a footnote. The 
text as given allows a perfect parallelism between the first sentence, which 
is quite general, and the second sentence, which gives the particular 
application to Philo. 

1.5. GnAornv. Philo's zeal presumably refers especially to his efforts on 
behalf of the Jewish community of Alexandria during the crisis of 38 AD 
reported by both Josephus and Eusebius. But cf. also Eusebius’ statement 
that he expended much nóvog on tà Bela Kai nåtpia yp&ppata. Isidore 
twice (here and in 1.18) emphasizes that Philo left behind writings, i.e. that 
there is concrete documentary evidence of his views. [304] 

1.6. «Ev eixóvi Beod... Früchtel (1938) 765 errs in pointing to Gen. 1:26 
and Opif. 69. The text is Gen. 9:6, as given exegesis in QG 2.62 (Greek text 
at Eus. PE 7.13.1, cf. Petit (1978) 116). Philo asks the question why God 
speaks as if about another God, and not about himself. This is similar to 
the exegesis practised by Isidore, who looks for oddities of phrasing in the 
biblical text as hints of the doctrine of the Trinity. The Philonic passage is 
the only one in which he explicitly describes the Logos as tov devtepov 
Qeov, the term which Isidore cites at 1.9 (also dedtepov at QE 2.68, but 
there in a hierarchy of seven, text at PLCL Suppl. 2.256). 

1.9. BeoAoyfjoaı. Not ‘theologize about’, but rather ‘acknowledge as 
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divine or as God’. Numerous exx. in Lampe (1961) s.v. SE. Note esp. an 
early example in Justin Dial. 56.15, ei oov xoi &AAov tiva BeoAoyeiv Kai 
KupioAoyeiv tò TVEDHA TO AYLOV Mate DUEIS NAP TOV TATEPA TOV SAV Kal 
tov Xpiotov avdtod..., where the Philonic doctrine of the two divine names 
seems to lie just under the surface (and with probably a pun meant on 
KuopioAoyeiv). 

11.9-11. The contrast between incipient and fully-fledged Christian termi- 
nology is deliberate. ovvaritótog is a specifically Patristic word, not found in 
Philo or Greek philosophy. npöownov is a terminus technicus for persons of 
the Godhead unknown in this sense to Philo. He speaks sometimes in 
biblical terms of oracles coming Ex npocónov tod Oeod (e.g. Mut. 13, 39 
etc.). But Isidore will have been especially impressed with QE 2.66, in 
which Philo interprets the faces of the Cherubim in terms of the divine 
powers. For eútepoç see above on 1.9. The phrase apıduod Kai xpóvov 
óvta &vàxtepov is problematic. Isidore clearly means it as a quote or para- 
phrase from Philo's writings. But to my knowledge this phrase is nowhere 
to be found. There are a number of texts which describe God as above 
number or time (cf. Leg. 2.3, Praem. 40 etc.), but it is difficult to apply 
these to the Logos. A possible solution is that Isidore slightly misread QE 
2.68, where Philo, giving exegesis of Ex. 25:21b, says of God as 0 A£yov 
(and not as Aóyoc) that he is kai Evog Kai uovàOog xoà pyc npeopotepoc. 
1.12. tò Ocóg Kai xbpiog. The reference to the divine names only be- 
comes clear in 11.18—20, where Isidore outlines the Philonic doctrine of the 
powers of God as tò öv. The coupling of the creative-beneficent and the 
royal-punitive powers makes it clear that his main source is the exegesis of 
the Ark of the Covenant that Philo gives at QE 2.68 (except that Philo 
speaks of koAaotfüpiog instead of tyswpytixn; cf. also Q G 1.57). But the 
formulation 600 t&c Tod óvtog Övvaueıg indicates that he has also read 
other texts on the powers; cf. esp. Mos. 2.99, Fug 94-96. The text Abr. 122, 
cited by Bayer (1915) 81, is less suitable for Isidore, since there Philo 
regards the divine triad (cf. the three angels in Gen. 18) as constituting 
the lesser mysteries and a O£ótepog nAotg, whereas the vision of the divine 
unity is the real truth. In QE 2.68 Philo interprets the various parts of the 
Ark in terms of (1) tò ov (or 0 @v) as ó A£yov (cf. Ex. 25:21), (2) the Logos, 
(3) the creative power, (4) the royal power, (5) the beneficent power, (6) 
the punitive power, (7) the noetic cosmos. Isidore relates (2)-(6), and 
perhaps also (1) (see above on 11.9-11), all to Christ the Logos. 

11.18-31. We note how Isidore, who is not averse to repetition, twice 
follows a sequence of thought with the following steps: (1) introduction of 
a Philonic text; (2) a parallel text in Paul pointed out; (3) conclusion that 
Philo does not stand so far removed from orthodox doctrine, i.e. as repre- 
sented by Paul interpreted in 5th century dogmatic terms. The terms 
&vunóotoatog and Evvno[305]otarog (1.22) are characteristic of the contro- 
versies of 4th and 5th centuries; cf. Lampe (1961) s.vv. Both in his Christo- 
logy and his Trinitarian doctrine Isidore anticipates the formula of the 
Council of Chalcedon in 451 (Eva kai tov adtov Xptotov Ev 000 poso, 
EKOTEPOG PÜGERG EIG £v TPOGWTOV xoi iav vnóotactw GVLVTPEXODONG); cf. 
Schmid (1948) 77-85, Grillmeier (1975) 497. 

11.23-28. Isidore cites Mos. 1.65-66 verbatim, probably through direct con- 
sultation of the text. The variants are minor: both zÀnktixotatov and 
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ònetóracev are found in certain mss. of Philo (but not vrerünwoev which 
Migne reads). Isidore stops at a strategic point, for Philo’s next words 
ka e tooo de &yyeAog are less suitable for the doctrine of the Trinity. 
11.34-35. We note the present tense used with reference to the ‘teachers of 
the Jews’, suggesting an on-going controvery still very much alive at this 
time. 

11.37-53. The sequence of eight texts used to prove the presence of the 
doctrine of the Trinity in the Old Testament can conveniently be divided 
into four groups: 

(a) Gen. 1:26. The plural verb indicates plurality in the Godhead. Cf. 
Philo’s exegesis at Opif. 72-75, which is not explicit on exactly who God's 
helpers are. On the Jewish background, both Hellenistic and Rabbinic, cf. 
Runia (1986) 248, Segal (1977) 122ff. Justin used the text for Christian 
apologetics against the Jews at Dial. 62.1. 

(b) Gen. 19:24, Ex. 33:19, Ps. 109:1, Ps. 24:5. In all four texts as quoted by 
Isidore the name of the Lord or of God is repeated. Only in the third is 
the LXX followed at all accurately. The identification of the 4th text given 
in Migne is far from certain, since the LXX text reads: Kai d1daGov pe, Ót 
od et O Beög ó cot)p pov. But I cannot find a better text. The texts are 
clearly traditional in the Christian apologetic tradition; e.g. the 1st and 3rd 
texts are used by Justin at Dial. 56.12-14, 23 (but for the Rabbis Gen. 19:24 
was regarded as a potential source of heresy; cf. Segal (1977) 130). Philo 
does not use them as such, but the same exegetical technique is found at 
Somn. 1.227-228 with reference to Gen. 31:13 (cf. Segal (1977) 159ff.). 

(c) Is. 6:3, Ps. 26:8. Two texts in which a single linguistic element is 
repeated three times, mpoownov naturally suggesting the doctrine of the 
persons of the Trinity. puptaxig suggests Jewish counter-polemic against 
Christian use of Isaiah’s vision to support the doctrine of the Trinity. Philo 
cites Is. 6:1-2 at De Deo 6 and, no doubt identifying the Seraphim with the 
Cherubim, interprets them as divine powers used in the creation of the 
cosmos (cf. Siegert (1988) 94ff.). Note also the exegesis in terms of the 
Trinity by a (converted?) Jew recorded by Origen at De Princ. 1.3.4, 4.3.14. 
But Philo never cites Is. 6:3. 

(d) Ps. 49:14-15. The same technique of giving an alternative reading to 
show what is not meant is used in the next letter we shall discuss. Isidore 
identifies three persons in 9c, tô oyioto, and pe. The text is not used by 
Philo. 

To sum up, the texts and the methods of exegesis have a background in 
Christian apologetic exegesis, anterior Jewish discussions on God’s one- 
ness, and Jewish response to Christian doctrines of the Logos and the 
Trinity. To all of them the key is what Isidore describes as nepittoAoyto, i.e 
pleonasm that is stylistically unacceptable unless the biblical author in- 
tended to convey a doctrine through semi-concealment. Isidore assumes 
that Philo has been influenced by these texts, but he cannot have derived 
this from his reading of the treatises (except perhaps in the case of Gen. 
1:26). Finally we note that in Ep. 3.142 Isidore [306] follows a similar 
procedure, this time using the texts Gen. 1:26, 19:24, Deut. 6:4 (the 
Shema!). 

11.57-62. Both Jewish monotheism and Greek polytheism have had a per 
nicious influence on some Christian theologians, resulting in heresies of 
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opposed kinds (cf. Ep. 1.90 kai napa "EAAÀno1 uev..., Kal ra pà Tlovdaioric... 
roAAüg aipecers Etexev o d1aßoAoc). The former seduced Sabellius (early 
3rd century) to his ‘modal monarchianism’, i.e. the differentiation within 
the Godhead was merely a matter of modes of operation. The latter led to 
the ‘subordinationism’ of Arius (d. 336) and Eunomius (d. 396), in which 
the Son and the Holy Spirit were not co-equal with the Father, but created 
from Him. Isidore writes many letters on the subjects of the various 
heresies; e.g. 1.67, 241 (to Synesius), 246-7, 371, 422, 3.141, 149, 334 etc. 
Note esp. 1.246-7, 3.149 which contain similar themes to our letter (in the 
latter Sabellius is associated with Judaism). Modern scholars perceive Philo 
as the ‘Father of Arianism’ (cf. Wolfson (1956) 585ff., Mortley (1973) 9, 
Williams (1987) 117-124), but to my knowledge he was never accused of 
such by the Church Fathers themselves. 

11.65-69. The reason why the doctrine of the Trinity is concealed (cf. 1.65 
OVVEGKLAOLEVWC) in the Old Testament is now disclosed: otherwise the 
Jews certainly would have inclined to more to polytheism and idolatry than 
they already did. But the sage Philo (note the epithet) saw through the 
divine strategy. 

11.69-78. Through comparison with Judaism and Hellenism the orthodox 
doctrine of the Trinity can be now expressed with quasi-mathematical pre- 
cision. From the historical perspective, however, Isidore’s dialectic surely 
reminds us of Hegel’s view of the history of religion, even if the philo- 
sopher does not focus on the aspect of plurality; cf. for example Taylor 
(1975) 503, ‘the incarnate but parochial God [Hellenism] and the abso- 
lute but separated God [Judaism] together issue in the supreme God 
incarnate’. 

11.77-78 &AnBéotatov óypa. Elegant return to the opening theme of 
the letter, with scriptural truth and orthodox doctrine now combined in a 
single phrase. 


Ep. 2.270 (= Ep. 770 Evieux) 


AIIOAAQNOJI ENIZKOMQI 

IIög vontéov tò yeypauuévov: «uńnote toig dpOaApoic atbtav idwot, 

KOL TOIG OOiV AKOVOWOI». 
T neraßoAN TOV npoconwv TOV VODV TOV eipnuévov AQUTPHSG KNPUTTEL. 
ei LEV yàp Mpdc TOV Aaov &navta PnOvar Expfiv, ota Av éppnOn: 
ropevdeic, einov tô aĝ tovto: ako &Kovoete, Kai od uh ouv(ntg, Kal 
BAénovtes BAEyete, xoà od un lönte. éexaydvOn yap f| Kapdia ouv, Kal 
toic MGI PAPEWS NKodoate, Kal tovc 6YVAALODS vuv EKappdOATE, un 
note lOnte toig OPPGAPOIc, koi toig doiv AKOVONTE, xoi TH Kapdia 
OVVITE, kal ENIOTPEWNTE, Kal idowpar duds. ci 5’ oto HEV ODK 
éppndn, wetaPoAnv Sé Eugatvet rpocanav TPL@V tà Aeyóuevo, rap’ od 
TE Koi TPOG öv Kai TEpi OD ó Aóyoc, TOLODTOV tiva WÖLVEL VODV TOV 
TPOKEINEVOV fj 6óvapig: «nopeveic einov tH Aa tovto: Kof 
GKODGETE, KAI OD uh Ovvinte, kai BAenovteg BAEwete, xoà oo um tnte». 
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eita ç TOD POPNToV nvBou£vov tiv [307] aitiav, ñ un nvÂðouévov 
nev, ÖLÖACKOLEVOD 6£ EppnOn: «exayovOn yap h Kapdia tod Aaod tov- 
TOV, Kal toic WoL Papéws NKovoav, xoi touc 6PBAALOVG EKOLLLOAV». 
EL TOLVDV TT EAVTOV, WC àv TIC EINOL, AVTIMPATTOVOGL ootnpta, di’ Hv 
aitiav KNPVEAL ue NPOOTATTEIG; TAXA THC qnot: toOto yàp Evraddu 
UNVDEL tó: «unroT’ ðw toic OQVAALOIG, xoi toic doiv KKODOWOL, koi 
Th kapóia CVVOCL, koi ENIOTPEWWOL, koi 1XCONAL ADTOVG.» TO yàp 
unnote &vraddo, ok Avaipeoıv &xofic, GAA’ EANIdA Eugaiver oraxofic. 
kat OTL Kal OVTWs Aag vetat, &KOVOOV TOV OYAWV TOV lovdATKv, Ti 
MAL MEPL TOD Latpos: «oo Todrov ECHTOvV ot Papıcaloı ANoKteivaı; 
idod nappnoia adei, Kai odSév abt Aéyovcw hrote &kAmOGg 
Eyvacov OTL obtoç £otw Ó Xpiotóc;» EBoc 58 toic oopotç, MV eig eiva 
dokei Kai PiAwv, TO urote Avti TOD iowe ñ E00’ öre tatteıv. TO yàp 
UNNOTE, ELKOTWG AVTI TOD iowcs, EDAOYWG TAaTTOVOLV. El Ó& KAI napà 
Beonvevdotov avöpog O£Aeic thv naprupiav tavdtHv AaBeiv, kove Tod 
TladAov ypagovtoc: «dodAov dE Kupiov od det naxecdoı, GAA’ Trov 
eivat mpoc navtac, Sidaxtov, &áveEikakov, Ev npaótnti TALÖELOVTA 
tovs Avrıdıarıden£vovg, unnote dan adtoic ó Osóg éeniyvmow eig 
CWTHPIav.» tò yàp unnorte KaVOADVG cipntar &vti Tod £00’ Ste, taxa, 
Toc. &Anida yàp uevavotac sugaiver, odK AvaipEolv. Kal Erepwdı de 
yéypantar: «ÉAey&ov qiAov, rote OK EXOINOEV.» ei yàp oto vondein 
TO nrpoQntikóv xopiov, kai TH De® tò npenov PVAaxdein tà adTOd 
RPATTELV nponpnu£vo. oW@CeaVar yàp EK NAVTOG TPOTOV TODS eic KAKLAV 
kaAıvöovue£voug DooAetoi, Kai neuner tovc Depanedoovtac, ook 
ayvo@v uëv ötı d1agBapnoovtar nó tfjg vócov, thv 8’ AnoAoylav 
AUTOV ÜNOTEHVOHEVOC. EL yàp KAKELVOL ook ANTIVEYKAV EK tG aviac, 
GANG TÓ ye GOTOV TA ADTOD NPAttELV EK tovtov TEPLYEYOVE. koi TO DEw 
toivuv TO npénov QuAaxÜsim, koi ó npoonütnc oo 5dEer LatHV Ane- 
orG%À Qon, odè vBpeoc d1aKovog vouuÜnceto:, GAAG Bepanetac Kai 
idGEMs VINPETHS eupeOnceta. AneotaAn yàp Ody vBpioov ATA, 
AAN” EYKaAEOWV LEV toic NANLMEAODOL, rpocotcov SE Kal SeiEwv tà 
ntaicuata, kaAécQv ÖE EIG HETAVOLAV, éniotpéqoovot dE Hepaneiav 
EDAYYEALCOHEVOC. 


26 xoi om. M. 35 aùtoñ M. 39 avriveykav M. 40 adtod M. 


To the Bishop Apollonius 
How are we understand the text un note toic óg0oApuoic adtHOV 
10061, kai toic Goiv AKodowaı (mepote they see with eyes and hear 
with their ears) (Is. 6:10, Matt. 13:15)’? 
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The change of persons indicates the meaning of the words with full 
clarity. For if they were meant to be spoken to the entire people, 
they would have been spoken as follows: Go, say to this people: you 
will hear very well but not understand at all, and you will see very 
well but not perceive at all. For your heart has become dull and with 
your ears you can hardly hear and your eyes you have closed, lest 
ever you should see with your eyes and hear with your ears and 
understand with your heart [308] and you should turn to me and I 
should heal you. If the words are not pronounced in this way [10], 
but indicate a change involving three different persons, namely the 
source, the addressee and the subject of the speech, then the force 
of the proposed text delivers a meaning as follows: ‘Go, say to this 
people: you will actually hear but not understand at all, and you will 
actually see but not perceive at all.’ Then, as if the prophet has 
inquired as to the reason, or without having inquired has been 
informed what the reason is, it is said: ‘For your heart has become 
dull and with your ears you can hardly hear and your eyes you have 
closed.’ If therefore they act against, as someone might say, their 
own salvation, why do you bid me to preach to them?, the prophet 
maybe says. For this is what is indicated here by the words ‘perhaps 
they might see with their eyes and hear with their ears and under- 
stand [20] with their heart and they should turn to me and I should 
heal them’. For the word mépote here reveals not destruction of 
hearing, but rather hope of obedience. As evidence that the word 
indeed is meant in this way, listen to what the crowd of Jews says con- 
cerning the Saviour: ‘Did not the Pharisees seek to kill him? Behold, 
he speaks quite openly, and yet they say nothing to him. Is it so the 
case that they truly recognize that this man is the Christ? (John 
7:25-26)’ Among the men of wisdom, of which Philo is reputed to 
be one, it is customary to write down the word mépote instead of ¿sos 
or esth’hote. In doing this they adhere to good style. If you also wish 
to obtain evidence of this practice from a divinely inspired man, 
listen to Paul when he writes: ‘A servant of the Lord should not 
fight, but rather be gentle [30] towards all, a good teacher, long- 
suffering, correcting his opponents with gentleness. God may 
perhaps (mépote) grant them recognition leading to salvation (2 
Tim. 2:24—25)'. Here too the word mépote is used instead of esth hote, 
tacha, pos, for it reveals hope of repentance, not destruction. And 
elsewhere it is written: ‘Examine a friend; he perhaps (mépote) did 
not do it. (Sirach 19:13)’ If the prophetic passage were to be 
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understood in this way, one could preserve what is fitting to God as 
One who chooses to do what is appropriate to himself. For in every 
way possible he wishes to save those who succumb to evil, and so 
sends men with a healing mission. He is quite well aware that the 
evildoers will be destroyed by their disease, but eliminates the self- 
defence they might put forward. Even if those men have not turned 
away from their madness, [40] at least from this course of events it 
results that God carries out what is appropriate to himself. Thus 
what is fitting to God will be preserved, while the prophet will not 
seem to have been sent out for nothing, and he will not be 
considered an instrument of violence, but will be found to be a 
servant of care and healing. His mission was not simply to bring 
about violence, [309] but to rebuke those who have gone astray, to 
show up and make clear their failings, to invite to repentance, and 
to promise healing to those who change their ways. 


COMMENTARY 

Theme: Philo is briefly invoked in support of a bold piece of exegesis. 
Numerous of Isidore’s letters follow this pattern of citing an exegetical 
quaestio in the exordium, and then giving a reasoned reply. For our 
purposes this letter is the least interesting of the five. 

Addressee. A dignitary residing not too far from Isidore, since he twice 
anticipates meetings (2.31, 3.273). In four other letters he answers 
exegetical enquiries (2.198, 269, 3.58, 4.189). 

1.1-2. The prophetic text is repeated at length by Jesus at Matt. 13:14-15. 
The word mépote must be left untranslated in order not to prejudice 
Isidore’s interpretation. With 16961 it would normally mean ‘lest they see’, 
but might also be rendered ‘perhaps they might see’. 

1.3. Isidore refers to a change of persons because in v.9 (and 14) God 
addresses the people of Israel, but v.10 (and 15) they are referred to in the 
third person. Isidore thus concludes that in the second verse the prophet 
must be being addressed. 

11.10-11. Literally prepositional phrases: ‘from whom’, i.e. God who speaks; 
‘to whom’, i.e. the prophet; ‘concerning whom’, i.e. the people of Israel. 
1.19. The solution to the exegetical conundrum is that mépote means 
‘perhaps’. This means that the interpretation that God should wish them 
to remain blind and deaf is rejected. As we learn later (11.35-39), this 
would be in conflict with the beneficence that characterizes God’s nature. 
11.22-34. Isidore invokes four witnesses for this meaning of mépote: (1) the 
Jews quoted by John (i.e. taken as a literal reporting of what they said); (2) 
Gogol, among whom Philo; (3) Paul; (4) a text from Ben Sirach in the Old 
Testament. By cogot he presumably means ‘distinguished ancient writers’ 
(in Ep. 2.143, 1.65 Philo was also called oogóç). The contrast between Philo 
as sage and Paul as divinely inspired author (1. 28, Beonvevdotov, cf. 2 Tim. 
3:16) also recalls 2.143 (cf. our note on Il. 18-31). 
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11.25-26. dv elg elvaı oxe? xoi idav. It is not easy to decide exactly 
what Isidore means by this phrase. I do not think it expresses doubt. The 
translation ‘is reputed’ takes him to mean “as is reported in Josephus and 
Eusebius’ vel sim. If we translate ‘seems’, then Isidore indicates he is rely- 
ing on his memory. It is in fact quite correct that unnote often means ‘per- 
haps’ in Philo. Cf. (in treatises that Isidore probably read) Abr. 171, Mos. 
1.280. If Isidore were thinking of any particular text, it would surely be 
Fug. 94, where the six cities of refuge are interpreted theologically, and the 
chief metropolis perhaps (unnote) would be the divine Logos. But he 
would find it difficult to find a really suitable parallel for his exegesis here, 
since Philo almost always uses the word in the phrase unnote eikötwg, or to 
introduce a possible exegetical interpretation (e.g. Cher. 21, Post. 91) etc. 
The exegetical principle used here, however, that no interpretation be 
given that is unworthy of God, is wholly consonant with the Philonic 
heritage (cf. Det. 13, Deus 52 etc.). [310] 

1.35. tò mpogntixov yoptov. Here the author returns to the passage 
being given exegesis, and explains why he has opted for his bold exegesis. 


Ep. 3.19 (= Ep. 819 Evieux) 


AOANAXIOI IIPEZBYTEPOI 

£i undév nÀ£ov TOD ypåuuatoç vouiģer TOV vonodermv eipnkévoa 0 poç 
GE, WS ÉQnc, OteveyOeic lovdaioc, eine npòs adtOV Ort EAEYYOVEW DU@V 
thv aradevotav ol 600 &vOpec ot HETÜ THY TOD Xpiotod TAPOVOIAV 
OvYyypooetc nap’ dulv yeyovótec, PiAwv ô Bewpntikwtatos Kai Iloon- 
MOG Ó lotopikotatog: O LEV mGoov oxeðòv nv IlaAoıav eig GAAN- 
yoptav Tpenwv, ò ÖE ÖLAPPMÖNV ypagov, «tà LEV ALVITTOMEVOD TOD 
vouoĝðétov SeE1Hc và 68 GAANYOpOdvVtOS petà ceuvótntoc, 000 ð’ é 
evOciac Acyeodaı ovvéogepe, TADTA pnts suMaviCovtoc.» ei uev yàp 
TTPOEVEYKOLLEV MPOOTTIKUG PNOEIG toUto EYYVWLEVAG, TAPEPUNVEDOAL 
Kai KAPAMOUNGAL ovx OKVHSGOVOL: £L Ò’ GTOGTOAIKUG KTOMAGELG TE KAI 
anodelteıs koi £pumvetac, napaypayaodaı ToAuncovcı dVoceßüg- 
tac 68 TOV nap’ adtoIc 6o&&vrov cov LAPTUPtAs rapaypayacdaı 
OK Qv elev ikaro. 


To the Priest Athanasius 
If the Jew who according to your report disagreed with you is of the 
opinion that the lawgiver spoke his words with no more than the 
literal meaning, tell him that 'the ignorance of you Jews is refuted by 
two of your own writers who lived after the coming of Christ, Philo 
the master of speculative thought and Josephus the great historian'. 
Of these the former turns almost the entire Old Testament into 
allegory, the latter writes explicitly that ‘the lawgiver expresses some 
matters skilfully in enigmatic language, other matters he presents 
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solemnly through allegory, while those matters which he thought it 
beneficial to express straightforwardly he reveals in literal speech’. If 
we were to put forward prophetic utterances which confirm this fact, 
the Jews will not hesitate to misinterpret [10] and mishandle them. 
If we were to offer apostolic declarations and proofs and interpreta- 
tions, they will no doubt irreverently reject them. But if they should 
reject the testimonies of men who among them have a reputation 
for wisdom, they would be downright unfair. 


COMMENTARY 

Theme: Isidore appeals to Philo’s practice of allegorical exegesis and 
Josephus’ ascription of allegorizing to Moses in order to refute a Jew who 
says that the lawgiver only writes at the literal level. Even if the Jews ignore 
OT prophecy and NT apostolic witness, they can hardly ignore the 
evidence of men of their own people with such a reputation for wisdom. 
Addressee. A priest in the local church of Pelusium, as his association with 
the [311] detested Zosimus (see next letter) proves (cf. 2.136, 5.536). 
Isidore often exhorts him to choose the good side against the corrupt 
clergy, e.g. via exegesis (cf. 4.25, 191), but is sometimes disappointed (e.g. 
3.620). Ep. 2.46 is a kind of companion piece to this letter, for it conr 
mences ‘tell the man who disagrees with you and espouses the doctrines of 
the Greeks...’ In Ep. 2.81, in response to a request to explain why lepers 
are excluded from the temple precincts, we learn that Athanasius himself 
is not in favour of non-literal biblical interpretation. 

1l.1-2. 6 npóg oé ... Ö1evexBeig ’Iovdaioc. Isidore is responding to a 
letter in which Athanasius reports a discussion with a Jew. Cf. the similar 
formula at 3.94, eine tô npóg oè d1evexdevr "Iovóato. The Letter collection 
gives evidence of discussions between Christians and Jews on religious 
matters at the local level of provincial Egypt. On one occasion Isidore 
writes to Benjamin the Jew on how the bread of the Eucharist has replaced 
the sacrifices of the law, while the shewbread in the inner sanctuary points 
to Christ (Ep. 1.401). Other letters giving evidence of local discussions are 
1.141 (on the incarnation), 2.99 (against a Jew objecting to the hyperbole 
in John 21:25), 3.94 (on the Christological interpretation of Deut. 18:15). 
In these discussions Isidore remains polite enough, but in numerous other 
letters he reveals that he shares the strong anti-Judaic views current in this 
period. Cf. the remarks of Niemeyer (1825) 90-92 and the list of re- 
ferences at PG 78.1743-44. Some strong statements are collected by 
Schreckenberg (1982) 365-367. The Jews are a ‘blaspheming and ungrate- 
ful people’ (Ep. 1.18): not only did they ignore the prophecies of Christ's 
coming during the Old Testament period, but they also rejected him and 
mistreated him when he did come. They are the murderous tenants of the 
vineyard in the parable in Matt. 21:33-43 (4.166). On Christian-Jewish 
relations in Egypt and the Eastern Empire at this time see Simon (1986) 
224-233. It will not have gone unnoticed in Pelusium that in 414 at the 
instigation of the Patriarch Cyril the Jews were expelled from Alexandria 
and their property confiscated (Socrates HE 7.13). 

1.1. vonodernv. Le. Moses. The point at issue will no doubt have been 
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typological interpretation of the Old Testament as pointing to the coming 
of Christ, which would be unacceptable for the Jewish disputant. For a 
practical example of such a dispute, cf. Ep. 3.94 on Joshua and Jesus. 

1.3. peta nv tod Xpıotod napovoiav. Isidore thus knows that Philo 
lived after Jesus’ death. A likely source for his information is the Church 
History of Eusebius, although he never refers to this work directly. But the 
same information is available, if less clearly, in the Antiquities of Josephus. 
1.4. Giov ó Ocopntixótazoc. Bewpia not only has the general sense of 
spiritual contemplation, but Isidore also uses it specifically of non-literal or 
allegorical interpretation of Scripture (e.g. 2.81, 3.84, both ad init.), which 
makes the corresponding adjective highly appropriate for Philo. Here 
again Eusebius may be his guide: cf. HE 2.18.1, where Philo is described as 
DYNAOS TE OV kal WETEWPOS èv toig eis tàs Betas ypagàs Dewpiats yeyevn- 
HEVOG. 

11.5-6. Isidore is very short on Philo’s contribution, perhaps assuming it to 
be well-known. The word oyédov hardly gives an idea of Philo’s concen- 
tration on the Pentateuch. Isidore himself does make use of both allegory 
and Christological typology in his interpretation of the Old Testament. As 
an example we may take two letters, Ep. 1.192-3. In the former the 
exegetical quaestio is why Jacob [312] during his birth grabs hold of Esau's 
heel (Gen. 25:26). The answer is that the mind which sees God in purity 
(this is what Israel interpreted means) trips up the gluttonous passions. 
The exegesis is not very accurate (Jacob will not be called Israel until 
much later), but clearly is derived from the Alexandrian tradition and 
ultimately Philo (cf. QG 4.163, Leg. 3.190, as well as the peculiarly Philonic 
etymology of Israel). The second letter asks what the kids’ skins on Jacob’s 
arms mean (Gen. 27:16). They symbolize (nvi€ato) the sinful nature 
which our Lord and Saviour sinlessly put on (no parallel of any kind in 
Philo). A third letter we might compare is 2.274, which asks the meaning 
of the Patriarchs’ polygamy, but avoids any allegorical interpretation, in 
marked contrast to the Alexandrian tradition (even the Pauline Bewpia of 
Gal. 4:24 is given but the briefest mention at 705C). The Isidoran passages 
that draw on Philo listed by Früchtel (1938) contain some literal exegesis 
(2.215, 3.115, 289), but no allegorical themes. On Isidore’s exegesis in 
general we may cite the balanced judgment of Evieux (1976) 335: ‘disons 
qu Isidore, connaissant les traditions exégétiques alexandrine et antio- 
chienne, commente l'Ecriture de la facon la plus propre à se faire com- 
prendre de ses correspondants... Isidore regrette à certains moments de 
ne pouvoir faire comprendre à ses correspondants le sens allégorique d'un 
passage scripturaire. Néanmoins, c'est dans l'interprétation littérale qu'on 
le sent le plus à l'aise, déployant à l'occasion ses talents de grammairien et 
de philologue. En tous cas... Isidore se montre mesuré, équilibré, ennemi 
de tout excés.' There is unfortunately no comprehensive study available 
on Isidore's exegesis of the Old Testament. 

1.6. döiappnönv. The word indicates a verbatim quotation, i.e. from 
Josephus, Ant. 1.24, which is very much to the purpose of the letter. 
Isidore refers somewhat more to Josephus than Philo; cf. the collection of 
passages at Bayer (1915) 78-80, and esp. the eulogy in the next letter. 
11.8-13. Another example of Isidore's carefully formulated and rigorous 
apologetic logic; cf. the final sentence of Ep. 2.143. 
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Ep. 3.81 (= Ep. 881 Evieux) 


ZOYIMOI IIPEXBYTEPOI 

od Havualo ei Ev toi; &AAotc Grac &nxaiógvtog Qv, kv TODTO TNV 
anadiav tijv cavtod énedeiEw. GAAG tóT’ àv £Oobpuaca, Ei Ev toic 
GALOIS ntaiwv, £v toto od Ou|paptec. tà Lev oov atoxpà náðn oic0o 
ARNO CHVTOD, kal OVÖEV Sei Adyav. ENELIÖN SE TA XPNOTA xoi qiAGv- 
Opona Ayvoeic, tota Ppdow. eioci òè &Aeoc, qiAavÜponíia, otktoc, 
eopéveta, Kai TA GÀÀa tà tovtov AÖEAPU. gl SE GE TAPÁTTEL TO Koi 
TADTA TOON AéyecOar, xoi &yyontóc Kal uåptopac tovtov AELIONIOTOVG 
vpo napéčouar. ole èv oov Ott AdTOG Od na. paxoAovOfjosic toic 
Aeyopévotc, Ute anadsevoiac toyyavov Op£upao, Ouog 5’ oov ato 
¿p@. Anuoo0évnc u£v oov 6 Pnt@p, TO tc 'EAAAS0G kegóA otov, TEpi 
tod Midinnov Aéyov, Ste napeKadeito odvar tovc 'OXvvOtoug 
aiyparatovc, pn: «Hote Tov Pidınnov nadeiv tı, koi dodvaı NV 
xapıv.» ’Iwonnnog òè, vhp éni naldevoeı Kal elönceı AOywv èn- 
ONHÖTATOG, MEPL tQv otaciaxotóv THV EV TH GÀ oot tfjg ‘IepovoaAnu 
AKLACKVTOV ypioov Zon: «ótav åtíðacooc xoi AHEIALKTOG PdOIC 
&OKNOW thv cic TO àvnuepov npooAaßn, d1x00ev Aßaros Kai 
Anpöcırog otkto [313] yivetar, Kai xpnotQ nadeı xoi qiAavOpono.» 
ovdév dE oUtoc xpnotóv nadog AnoAwAeı, wg EAeoc. koi DiAov Ó£, 
&vOponoc ITA&tovoc fj óuA mtis fj donyning tis civar 665a, Stà tò TAG 
Qpi&ceoc Vwoc: épp£On yàp repi ootQv «nj MAatwv &qiAQvioev, Ñ 
Pilav énAatQviceV:» EYKOULACAG LEV TOV Moc£a ós pioonóvnpov 
Zon: «nepınadnoag 68 xoi SiKatiac ópyfic EunAnodets, SiaBaAAer tw 
AiyuntioUc, tovc £pyoOoktac ONLI Tod Dapaw.» TAOXEL yàp vt T] WN, 
Kai T| EIG £Aeov, ñ EIG eùuéverav, ñ EIG XPNOTOTNTA, ñ eic poorovnpiav 
vevel. £i uN yàp énikAaoVein tic, odK Av TOV IKETHV EAENOELEV: el uh 
enıkangydein, odk AV tov Sedpevov oikteiprioetev: ei um nadoı TI, ook 
av tov éxOpov edepyernoeiev: ei un vonicer mówkeio0o thv Ót- 
KQLOODVV, ODK Qv EIG HIOONOVNPIAV TPATEIN. thv SE TPONNV TAVTHV 
Kai nadog kañodow. orep yàp 0 &nó tod DeAttovoc Eni TO xeipov 
TPEMOMEVOG TAOXEL, OVTM KAL Ò ANO TOV YELPOVOV TI TO KMELVOV 
TPETOMEVOG NÅOXEL TI. TPONÑG yàp ETL TO nadog övoua. TOLYAPODV Kal 
QADTOG, KAV OWE NOTE tis NAikiac tà aicypà gedye nàOn, iva un note 
ETTALVEONG tiv NAPAIVEGLV, OTE TOV ENALVMV oot OPEAOG ODSEV. 


To the priest Zosimus 
I am not surprised that you, who are uneducated in all other 
matters, have also displayed your ignorance in this case. Only then 


PHILO IN FIVE LETTERS OF ISIDORE OF PELUSIUM 175 


would I have been surprised if you, while going astray in other 
matters, in this were not mistaken. As for the evil passions, these you 
know from you own experience, and there is no need to give an ac- 
count of them. But since you are ignorant of the good and humane 
passions, these I will declare. They are mercy, humane feeling, pity, 
goodwill and other passions related to these. If the fact that these 
are called passions disturbs you, I shall bring forward men who are 
trustworthy witnesses and guarantors of this usage. Although I know 
that you yourself, being a creature of ignorance, will take no notice 
of what is being said, nevertheless I [10] shall speak. The orator 
Demosthenes, the champion of Greece, speaking about Philip when 
he was called upon to hand over the Olythian prisoners, said: ‘the 
result was that Philip was moved and granted the favour’. Josephus, 
a man highly distinguished for his learning and rhetorical ability, 
when describing the revolutionaries at their peak during the siege of 
Jerusalem, wrote: ‘when an untamed and unsoftened character rein- 
forces its harshness through practice, on both grounds it becomes 
impervious and inaccessible to pity, that good and humane passion’. 
Indeed there is no passion which it destroys as good as mercy. And 
then there is Philo, a man reputed, on account of the [20] sublimity 
of his language, to be either the disciple or teacher of Plato, for it 
has been said concerning them that ‘either Plato philonized or 
Philo platonized’. Singing the praises of Moses as one who hated 
evil, he said, ‘roused to passion and filled with righteous anger, he 
slandered some [314] Egyptians, I mean the taskmasters of Pharaoh’. 
Indeed the soul is moved, and in so doing inclines either to mercy 
or to goodwill or to kindness or to hatred of evil. If a man is not 
turned back, he would feel no mercy for the suppliant; if he does 
not experience a change in direction, he would not have pity for the 
petitioner; if he is not moved, he would not be benevolent towards 
the enemy; if he does not consider justice to have been violated, he 
would not be turned to hatred of evil. It is this change of direction 
which they call passion. Just as the person who turns from the better 
to the worse [30] is moved, so the same happens to him who turns 
from the worse to the better. Passion is a term for a change. For this 
reason you too, even at your advanced age, should flee from your 
wicked passions, lest you praise my advice at a time when such praise 
will be of no use to you. 
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COMMENTARY 

Theme. Philo, together with Demosthenes and Josephus, is invoked as a 
witness for the view that there are not only bad, but also good passions. 
These involve a turning or change from the worse to the better. 

Addressee. Zosimus, priest of the Church of Pelusium and chief confidant 
of Bishop Eusebius, emerges from the Letters as Isidore’s béte noire. He is 
the recipient of numerous letters of advice and reproval, in which Isidore 
exhorts him in the strongest terms to abstain from corruption and vice. In 
many other letters we read complaints about the dishonest and worldly 
practices of Zosimus and his colleagues. Cf. 1.118-120, 3.70, 5.569 etc. 

1.1. x&v tovto. In the previous letter Isidore accuses Zosimus of offering 
a broad highway to the wicked and servile passions, while barring the path 
to those passions that good and free. It is possible that the recipient wrote 
back, denying the distinction between the two kinds of nadog (cf. 1.6 
tapatteı, which may refer to an actual remark). In any case the theme of 
this letter concentrates on that distinction. 

1I.3—4. The doctrine of the passions (nån) on which Isidore's remarks are 
based will be discussed below in the comments on 11.23-30. 

1.9. anoıdevoiag Opéppa. I have opted for the translation 'creature' on 
account of the combination with the genitive. But evidently the originally 
Platonic topos of the wild beast of passion (Rep. 588c-590a, Tim. 70e), 
which is also very common in Philo (cf. Runia (1986) 310, 386ff.), is 
present to Isidore's mind. He works the theme out at greater length in Ef. 
2.135 (exeg. Ps. 48:13). 

11.10-13. Demothenes is, together with Plato, Isidore’s favourite classical 
author. See the collections of quotations and allusions at Bayer (1915) 19- 
35. This particular quote is from De fals. leg. 195 (cf. Bayer (1915) 33, who 
notes that Isidore has added the final word xapıv). The operative words 
are naßeiv tı, an expression which is notoriously difficult to translate. I 
have rendered it 'be moved' throughout the letter, but literally it means 
‘undergo something’, and is of course directly related to the term nàOog 
(literally no more than something that one ondergoes or that happens to 
one). In this concrete instance the king feels mercy and releases the 
prisoners. [315] 

1l.13-17. The next witness Josephus is this time not praised as a historian 
(cf. 3.19) but for his learning (xaiótvcig as opposed to Zosimus’ 
anadevoia, cf. 1.1) and knowledge of rhetoric. Bayer (1915) 80 could not 
identify the quote, but it was brilliantly recognized by Früchtel (1938) 766 
as coming not from Josephus, but from Philo's De Iosepho 82! Isidore's 
memory is playing tricks on him. Nevertheless there must have been a 
passage in Josephus’ De bello Iudaico of which he was reminded, but for 
which he substituted the Philonic quote. Perhaps he was thinking of the 
beginning of Book VI, where Josephus describes the naßn «àv 'IepocoA0- 
ov (did Isidore remember 'IepoooAugíitov?) and the pitilessness of the 
revolutionaries. 

11.18-21. Philo is this time not praised for his knowledge of scripture, but 
for his literary skills. As in the case of Josephus his Jewishness is not men- 
tioned. The proverb or bon mot cited by Isidore is not found in Eusebius, 
but is first mentioned by Jerome in his brief sketch of Philo's life and 
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works in De viris illustribus 11 (published in 393), who describes it as com- 
* monly pronounced ‘apud Graecos’. It is subsequently found in Augustine 
c. Faust. 12.39, Photius Bibl. 105, Souda s.v. PiAwv, Theodorus Metochita 
Misc. 16 (texts in C-W l.ciii-xii). Commenting on the various interpre- 
tations of the saying, Billings (1919) 2 argues that Isidore belongs to those 
who think ‘it means a likeness in style only’ between Plato and Philo. This 
is literally what the text says. Yet the context makes it clear that Philo is 
also being invoked for his knowledge of philosophical doctrine. 
11.21-23. Isidore gives the impression of citing Philo verbatim, but in actual 
fact his text is a collage based on a number of texts from De vita Moysis (cf. 
Früchtel (1938) 765), i.e. 1.37, 47, 302, 2.271, 279, only the first three of 
which are concerned with Moses’ righteous anger against the Egyptian 
overseers. 
11.23-30. The doctrine of the passions presumed by Isidore’s remarks here 
must be seen against the background of Greek philosophy, but even so it is 
not easy to place. The basic features of the account in the letter are: (1) 
the ráðn are divided into good and bad passions; (2) nåĝoç is identified 
with ‘turning’ (tpornn); (3) good passions occur when one turns from the 
worse to the better, e.g. in the case of mercy, from a feeling of anger or 
harshness to one of kindness (Isidore speaks of 'bending double or back', 
exploiting the common phrase enıkAüv eig oiktov, ‘move to pity’). 

For the philosophical background it is important to distinguish be- 
tween the Stoic and the Platonist position. The Old Stoa associates passion 
with turning (tponn) or change in the pneuma, i.e. passion occurs when the 
soul loses its proper tension through faulty judgment of the rational 
faculty (cf. Diog. Laert. 7.158 (not in SVF 3), Cl. Alex. Str. 2.72.1 (= SVF 
3.422) —I owe these texts to J. Mansfeld). There are, however, no good 
passions, but only ednadeicı; the Stoic sage, in attaining the ideal of 
ànáĝera, does not succumb to feelings of pity or compassion. The turning 
can presumably be away from or towards the right tension; in the former 
case the passions occur, in the latter they cease. Middle Platonism, taking 
its cue from the Posidonian revision of Stoic theory, attribute the passions 
to the irrational part of the soul. At Alcinous Did. 32.1 nadog is defined as 
Kivynois GAoyoc wuxñç Oç Ext KAKO ñ Oç &ni àyaðð (irrational motion of the 
soul as if to something good or to something evil). Moreover the passions 
are divided into the tame (pleasure, anger, pity etc.) and the wild [316] 
(ridicule, Schadenfreude, misanthropy). The ideal in Platonism is most 
often, therefore, not &nóOeix but petprondBeia, although some Middle 
Platonists incline to the more rigorous Stoic view (full discussion at Lilla 
(1971) 84ff.). Platonists closer to Isidore's time distinguish between 
nerpionaßere in the social realm and &nóOeta in the contemplative realm 
(cf. Porphyry Sent. ad intell. 32). Porphyry connects passions with tponn, 
but such turning is a matter of the body (to which the irrational soul is 
connected) and not of the incorporeal rational soul (¿hd. 18). 

We may conclude that the neutral conception of tpor envisaged by 
Isidore originally derives from Stoicism, but that his interpretation of the 
ram is more in line with Platonist views. I can give no precise parallels, 
however, for his notion of the good passions as occurring in the change 
from the worse to the better. Perhaps the Christian conception of con- 

* version has made its influence felt here. 
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Certainly it is not likely that he derived this notion from Philo, despite his 
invocation as witness here. For Philo tponn of the soul is nearly always a 
purely negative event (cf. Leg. 2.33, 83, Sacr. 127, Mut. 239, but at Sacr. 137 
TO TYELOVIKOV NOAAAG npóc EKATEPOV TO TE ED Kal xeipov tporàç AapLBdvov). 

Philo generally holds to the doctrine of àxóOe1 for God and the sage, but 
is prepared to accommodate ‘good’ passions such as mercy and hatred of 
evil. See further the analysis of Winston (1984) 401-405, and esp. the note 
on 402. 

1.30-33. Isidore applies the results of his exposition of the naßn to 
Zosimus’ own situation. He too can turn to the better by fleeing from his 
evil passions. Zosimus appears to have been advanced in years. Cf. Ep. 
1.140, which announces that the end is near, and recommends a late 
conversion. 


Ep. 4.176 (= Ep. 1757 Evieux) 


EYAOTDTOI 

OLY lotoptav &nrÀGG yoxayoyfjoot óvvapévnv ó 1EPOPAVTNG Eypaye 
Moofic: GA ened vonodereiv euehne, TOV ONLLOVPYOV Kal kpttilv 
TOD TAVTOC MPOTOTTEL Koi thv TOD KOOHOD Onpiovpytav, ivo im toic 
uépect TOD KOOLOD TO oéfac &xovéuotev: eita TOV óotov TH yépo Kal 
TOV G&puaptoAQv tàc KOAKGEIC npooÜeic, OVTMS Ent TO vopoOeceiv 
DPHNOEV, tva. ANO TOV yeyevnpévov koi tà HEAAOVTA, TIOTWOOLHEVOG, EIG 
EDGEPELAV kal ÖLKALOGLVNV touc or kóouc tpotp£yetev. 


To Eulogius 

The hierophant Moses did not write history simply so that it could 
offer entertainment, but, as it was his intention to draw up a legal 
code, he placed at its head the creator and judge of the universe and 
the creation of the cosmos, so that mankind might not bestow vene- 
ration on the parts of the cosmos. Then, when he had added the 
rewards gained by the pious and the punishments suffered by the 
sinners, he on this basis embarked on his legislative task, so that, 
taking the past events as [317] confirmation of what would also hap- 
pen in the future, he might exhort his subjects to piety and justice. 


COMMENTARY 

Theme. Philo is clearly Isidore's source for his reflections on the purpose 
of the creation account and historical sections in the Pentateuch. We 
include the letter, even though Philo is not explicitly mentioned, on 
account of its intrinsic interest and because it has been ignored by modern 
scholars (although the 16th century scholar Ritterhusius recognized the 
Philonic background; cf. his note at PG 78.1267). 

Addressee: À man with an interest in theological questions; cf. 4.89 on 
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striving to gain knowledge of the unknowable (i.e. God), 4.163 (attack on 
Origen’s doctrine of the pre-creational fall of the souls). This letter may 
simply be an extract from a longer composition. 

l.1. 6 iepogavıng Mooñsç. The title as often in Philo, e.g. Spec. 1.41. In 
his very positive attitude to Moses (cf. references at PG 78.1753 s.v. Moses) 
Isidore follows the Alexandrian tradition established since Clement Str. I, 
who drew heavily on Philo’s De vita Moysis (cf. Van den Hoek (1988) 48- 
68). But Clement cannot be his direct source for this letter; cp. Sér. 
1.176.1. 

Ll. &xA@o woyayoyioat Derived from Philo Mos. 2.48, ‘he did not, 
like any historian make it his business to leave to posterity ancient records 
for the sake of pleasant but unimproving entertainment (tod woxyaywynoar 
y&piv AaVAgEAMS), but gave an account of ancient times beginning from 
the creation of the universe...’). 

11.2-5. The chief Philonic source for these themes is unquestionably Mos. 
2.45-53 (contra Ritterhusius who thinks he used Opif.), but also Opif 1-12, 
Abr. 1-2, Praem. 1-3 may have contributed. 

1.2. Snprovpyov xai Kpithv tod zavtóg. The text in Migne reads 
kpırnv, but from the Philonic viewpoint one would surely expect Krıornv, 
since the context is the creation of the cosmos. I have not changed the 
text, however, since it appears that Isidore somewhat shifts the emphasis in 
accordance with Christian eschatology. Whereas for Philo the point of the 
creational exordium is above all the correspondence between the law of 
nature and the Mosaic law (God as cosmic lawgiver, Mos. 2.48), Isidore 
stresses rewards and punishments as a guarantee for tà HéAAovta, i.e. the 
last judgment of God the judge (cf. also the end of Ep. 3.81). 

1.4. tò céBag ànxovépoiev. The theme of impiously giving honour to 
the parts of the cosmos is not found in Mos. 2.48ff., but cf. Opif. 7, Spec. 
1.13-20. 

11.4-5. Rewards and punishments: cf. Mos. 2.47 tò pév nepi koAüoewg 
&ceBÓv tò 8’ ad tfc SuKatwv, but also Praem. 2 (note yépa) and passim. 
1.6. nıotwoanevog. The meaning of nioti as proof, pledge, guarantee 
shines through. From what happened in ancient times we can be sure of 
what will happen in the future. 

1.7. mpotpéwetev. Theme of exhortation also at Mos. 2.51 (tod npotpé- 
yaco xapıv aov ñ Bracacdaı). [318] 


3. Concluding remarks 


The evidence of the five letters we have examined shows that Isidore 
of Pelusium possessed a more than superficial acquaintance with the 
thought and writings of Philo, and so stands in the honourable tradi- 
tion of Clement, Origen, Eusebius and Didymus, the Church Fathers 
who were instrumental in having Philo’s writings saved from destruc- 
tion. The work he knows best is clearly the De vita Moysis, Philo’s 
most popular work during this period. Other writings that he must 
have read are the Life of Joseph and the Quaestiones. For some of his 
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information on Philo he may be dependent on Josephus or on infor- 
mation in the classic works of Eusebius, the Historia Ecclesiastica and 
Praeparatio Evangelica, but this has not been proven beyond all 
doubt. 

In two of the letters in which Philo is named (2.270, 3.81) he is 
presented as a sage and general authority on literary style and 
philosophical knowledge. In the former he is implicitly contrasted 
with the scriptural writer Paul, in the latter he is placed beside 
Demosthenes and Josephus. But there is no reference to his Jewish- 
ness or non-Christian status. 

In the other two letters the situation is quite different. In 3.81 
Philo is cited precisely because he is a Jew, in order to refute a 
contemporary Jew on the admissibility of allegorical interpretation. 
In 2.143, the most interesting of the four letters, Philo takes the 
centre stage as a Jew who does not espouse the crude monotheism 
of his compatriots, but through his penetrating reading of Scripture 
has some intimations of the doctrine of the Trinity. Isidore explicitly 
refers to three Philonic themes: the Logos, the divine Powers and 
the divine names Beög and xvptoc. Here too Philo is compared with 
Paul, whose description of the Logos is more accurate and corre- 
sponds to orthodox theology. 

In the long history of Philo’s reception in the Patristic tradition 
he is sometimes regarded as a Christian avant la lettre, at other times 
as a devout and learned Jew. Both views can be read into Isidore’s 
letters, but it seems to me that the latter predominates. Philo is an 
effective weapon in the contest—‘dialogue’ we can hardly call it— 
against Jews of his own time, who no longer felt any affinity with the 
Hellenistic Judaism that had flourished in the same Egypt centuries 
earlier. 
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It is with some hesitation that I address the subject of Philo and 
Neoplatonic philosophy. After all, is it not the case that in perhaps 
the most famous article ever written on the origins of Neoplatonism 
E. R. Dodds described Philo’s thought as the ‘eclecticism of the 
jackdaw rather than the philosopher’?! I am sure that what the 
reader expects is philosophy and not a lesson in ornithology. With- 
out question there was an important Philonic heritage in antiquity, 
but that heritage is primarily located neither in Greek philosophy 
nor in later Judaism, but rather in Patristic thought. The use of 
Philo by the Church Fathers is in fact the area that has engaged my 
attention in recent years. There are, however, cross-connections 
between this subject and the question of Philo’s place in the deve- 
lopment of Platonism, as we shall see. For this reason I have taken 
the plunge, in spite of the risks involved. 

The chief problem I wish to examine is already indicated by the 
title of my talk. As everyone knows, Philo’s writings contain a great 
amount of evidence on the murky beginnings of Middle Platonism 
at the beginning of our era, evidence which has been thoroughly 
exploited by a long succession of scholars. The question is this: is 
Philo only a witness, i.e. someone who happens to furnish us with 
important information on the above-mentioned developments? or 
did he participate in them himself, and so can claim a, no doubt 
minor, role in the history of Platonism? My paper will fall into three 
parts. Firstly I provide some orientation by noting various discus- 
sions that have taken place on Philo’s role in the development 
towards Neoplatonism. Secondly I will make a bit of a detour and 


1 Dodds (1928) 132. 
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look at the evidence on the fate of Philo’s writings. Finally I shall 
return to philosophical themes and examine one or two examples in 
the area of theology where one might be inclined to posit Philonic 
participation in the Platonist tradition. Let me say in self-defence at 
[37] the outset that, ıf I fail to reach hard and fast conclusions, this 
may not just be the result of my vacillating character. There is also 
the question of evidence to consider, and it has the nasty habit of 
often leaving us feeling rather frustrated. 


1. Philo and Neoplatonism: state of the question 


An appropriate place to start, I believe, is with the grandiose and 
idiosyncratic perspective on the history of philosophy developed by 
the Jewish-American scholar Harry Austryn Wolfson. It is now nearly 
50 years ago since it was first presented, and no one has ever sub- 
scribed to it in its full form. But it has a kind of archetypal grandeur 
about it for which I have always, perhaps perversely, had some 
admiration. Wolfson argued that the history of Western philosophy 
should be conceived as a mighty triptych, a painting with three 
panels.? In the centre stands the period of a millenium and a half of 
religious philosophy, initiated by Philo, when the basis of philo- 
sophical thought was determined by a number of scriptural presup- 
positions. Prior to that was the period of pre-religious philosophy 
inaugurated by the Greeks and dominated by the figure of Plato. 
Posterior to it was the period of post-religious philosophy, given its 
vital impulse by Spinoza, when valiant attempts are made to liberate 
philosophy from its former religious foundations or shackles (which- 
ever way you look at it). The two central figures Philo and Spinoza— 
it is Of course no coincidence that they are both Jews—function as 
the two hinges between the panels of the triptych. 

In my perception Wolfson’s theory has at least two merits. It serves 
as a useful counterweight to views of the history of philosophy such 
as those of Bertrand Russell, in which the period between Plotinus 
and Descartes is presented as no more than an unfortunate inter- 
lude. Moreover the emphasis that Wolfson more than anyone else 
placed on the essential unity of the medieval philosophical tradition 
in its triple guise of Scholastic, Islamic and Jewish philosophy is 


2 Wolfson (1947); a summary and evaluation of Wolfson's views on the history 
of philosophy is given by Runia (1984). 
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surely helpful. Come to think of it, he no doubt would have strongly 
approved of the programme put together for the symposium of 
which this paper is a part. 

But to see Philo as the origin of and central figure in this 
millenium and a half of religious philosophy is another matter 
altogether. For Wolfson Philo is not just a witness, also not just a 
participant: he is no less than the star player. But in spite of all his 
sharp-witted analyses, no one has ever been able to accept this 
aspect of his theory. One problem we might mention among many 
others is the anomalous position occupied by the Neoplatonist 
tradition. The Neopla[38]tonists post-date Philo, yet in their philoso- 
phizing they stand in the tradition of pagan philosophy represented 
above all by Plato and Aristotle. 

One of the rare occasions that Wolfson mentions Plotinus in his 
huge two-volumed study on Philo is in connection with the question 
of the ineffability and unknowability of God, and this is perhaps an 
interesting example to look at in a little more detail. Wolfson claims 
that Philo is the source of these doctrines, and so can be regarded as 
the father of negative theology. If this view could be granted, then 
that would certainly make him an important participant in the 
transition from Platonism to Neoplatonism. 

Briefly stated the argument is this.? In both Plato and Aristotle we 
find no statements to the effect that God is unknowable or cannot 
be spoken of. The doctrine of God’s ineffability and unknowability is 
in fact not found in any philosophical sources prior to Philo. Among 
the scriptural presuppositions upon which Philo’s philosophy is 
based are the doctrines of God’s existence and unity, to which can 
be added the scriptural principle of the unlikeness of God to 
created reality. From philosophical sources he took the views that 
God was incorporeal and simple in his essence. Such simplicity need 
not exclude a division into genus and species, and hence definition, 
so would not necessarily lead to the view of indescribability and 
unknowability. But diverse scriptural texts proclaiming God’s 
unnameability logically led Philo to the view of his indefinability, 
from where the doctrine of God’s unknowability is but a short 
further step. Philo thus starts off the entire process of speculation on 
negative divine predicates, which was to be developed to much 
greater levels of sophistication in the subsequent history of religious 


3 Wolfson (1947) 2.110-164; cf. further discussion at Runia (1988) 82-89. 
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philosophy. Wolfson ends his discussion by outlining doctrines in 
Albinus and Plotinus which take over ideas first developed by Philo. 

Now it is always risky to base an argument on the fact that 
someone is the first to do something. All an opponent has to do is 
locate a text that is earlier and the branch upon which one is sitting 
is effectively sawn off. In a review of Wolfson’s book Henry Chadwick 
pointed to a text in Cicero, writing a generation before Philo was 
born, where Plato is reported to have said in the Timaeus that the 
father of this cosmos could not be named.? This seemed to strike a 
fatal blow against Wolfson’s argument, and scholars proceeded to 
revert to the comfortable position of using Philo only as a witness 
who supplies evidence on various fertile ideas that were already 
circulating during his lifetime. 

It is time to leave Wolfson, but before we do so we should note 
the very strong tendency in his work—and this habit has by no 
means died out—to view the history of ideas as consisting of a 
number of protagonists engaged in philosophical debate that is all 
but raised above the limitations of time and place. Philo is in con- 
versation with Plato and Aristotle before him, while sub[39]sequently 
Plotinus, Maimonides and Spinoza respond to his views. Wolfson has 
little notion of the slow development of a tradition through a body 
of interpreters. The terms Middle Platonism and Neoplatonism are 
avoided by him. Nevertheless he is not altogether as naive as one 
might think. When summarizing his view that pagan Greek philoso- 
phers drew ideas from Philo or Church fathers who had used Philo, 
he adds: ‘Of course I am aware of the opinion prevailing among 
some scholars today that no pagan authors of that time read the 
works of Philo. But neither the absence of any mention of his name 
nor the absence of any direct quotation from his writings definitely 
proves that he was not read, or that those who had read him were 
not influenced by some of his ideas.’? In this he is, of course, quite 
right. The chief question is, however: on whom lies the burden of 
proof? 

The position diametrically opposed to that of Wolfson has recent- 
ly been well formulated by the German scholar Matthias Baltes:® 


4 Chadwick (1949) 63, cited by Mortley (1973) 6. 

5 Wolfson (1947) 2.158. But the appeal to Eusebius in the following words is 
specious. 

6 In an article on the theory of ideas soon to be published in the Reallexicon fiir 
Antike und Christentum. 


186 CHAPTER TEN 


Da die Erklärungen der Platoniker aus der Zeit des frühen Mittel- 
platonismus weitgehend verloren sind, bietet Philo nicht selten den 
ersten sicheren Beleg für einen Gedanken, woraus man gelegentlich 
zu Unrecht geschlossen hat, Philo sei der Urheber dieses Ge 
dankens. Wo immer es im Mittelplatonismus Parallelen gibt, ist nicht 
Philo, sondern ein Platoniker als Urheber anzunehmen. 


This position would seem to me nowadays to be the communis opinio, 
though here it is expressed with more than usual rigour. Whereas in 
the first four decades of this century a large number of scholars— 
the names of Norden, Jonas, Pohlenz, Puech, Bréhier can be men- 
tioned—attempted to investigate the influence of oriental thinking 
on Greek philosophy, after the Second World War a strong reaction 
set in, which I would particularly associate with the studies of André- 
Jean Festugiére. In his famous tetralogy La Révélation d'Hermés 
Trismégiste, which in actual fact is much more about Greek philoso- 
phy than the Hermetica, he attempted to show that various later 
doctrines, among which the unknowability of God is a prominent 
example, are the results of autonomous developments in the history 
of Greek philosophy, and that no assumptions of oriental influence 
are required to explain them. It would not be exaggerated to say, I 
believe, that with these studies the French scholar initiated a para- 
digm-change which has exerted a powerful influence.’ Since then it 
has been de rigeur to explain Greek philosophy on its own terms, at 
least until one reaches the theurgical excesses of Iamblichus and his 
school. 

Allow me to give one more example of this development, this 
time focussing on the relation between Philo and Plotinus. In his 
monograph with the splendid title The Architecture of the Intelligible 
Universe in the Philosophy of Plotinus, published in 1940, Hilary Arm- 
strong devoted a chapter to what he calls 'the Great Logos'. Towards 
the end of the chapter he concludes:? [40] 


If we are to look for a source for the conception... outside Plotinus' 
own thought, it is impossible not to be struck by the resemblance to 
the Logos of Philo. The Philonian Logos, like that of Plotinus, is the 
principle of unity-in-diversity, of the separation and uniting of 
contraries in the material world. It is the universal law, the principle 
of order in the world, distributing to each the lot appropriate to 


7 Festugiére (1945—54); it is interesting to speculate on what the French priest's 
motivations for this change were. One might suspect the influence of Thomism, to 
which he was strongly attracted early in his career; see Runia (19892) 1ff. 

8 Armstrong (1940) 107-108. 
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him. These resemblances by themselves would not be so striking. 
They could be explained by the common philosophical heritage of 
the two thinkers, and especially by their dependence on the Stoic 
tradition. What seems to bring Plotinus in these treatises very close 
to Philo is the fact that his Logos is, more than any other hypostasis 
in the Enneads, presented simply as an intermediary between the 
Divine and the material world. In the same way the Logos of Philo is 
simply an intermediary between God and the material creation... If 
we are to look for any external source for the doctrine, it seems that 
the only resemblance to it in the work of any earlier thinker is to be 
found in Philo’s description of his Logos. 


Armstrong, somewhat in the manner of Wolfson, merely observes a 
similarity between ideas, and does not ask how this might have come 
about. 

John Rist, in his monograph on Plotinus published in 1967, un- 
leashes a powerful attack on Armstrong’s position. It is wrong to 
regard the logos in Plotinus as a kind of fourth hypostasis. Logos, Rist 
emphasizes, is an extraordinarily ambiguous word in antiquity and 
Armstrong’s account of it in Philo leaves too much out. The logos of 
Philo is the place of the forms, corresponding to the Stoic logos 
endiathetos, i.e. more like Plotinus’ Nous than his logos. In Plotinus 
logos occurs at the level of the World soul, whereas in Philo it occurs 
both transcendently at the level of the nous and immanently as 
pervading the cosmos.? 

Of the many things that can be said about this subject, only a few 
can be mentioned. Rist is wrong in confining logos to the level of the 
Soul-hypostasis in Plotinus. From texts in Enneads 3.2 it is clear that 
logos is the “formative principle’ or perhaps activity (energeia) of the 
nous, which in its purest form exists only at the level of the nous, but 
also moves downwards into the material realm, where it is respon- 
sible, via the activity of the soul, for the rational order of the 
cosmos.!9 The Logos is for Philo not primarily an intermediate 
hypostasis, but in the first place the divine activity that is turned 
towards creation. As such it is located at both the transcendent and 
immanent level, and is often, but by no means always hypostasized. 
Plotinus might thus be able to show some understanding for Philo's 
famous phrase that the kosmos noetos is nothing other than the Logos 
of God in the act of creation (Opif. 24). But the Logos is clearly 
theologized by Philo in a way that Plotinus would find unnecessary. 


9 Rist (1967) 100ff. 
10 Texts and interpretation at Boot (1984) 375ff.; cf. also Wallis (1972) 68-69. 
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Moreover, even though there are some parallels in Middle [41] Plato- 
nism for use of the concept of Logos, Philo is, I believe, primarily 
moved to employ the term on account of the biblical connotations 
of the ‘and God said’ in Genesis 1.11 

But we cannot accuse Rist of merely discussing disembodied 
ideas. He concludes his brief examination as follows:!? 


So far the evidence that Plotinus knew Philo is at best inconclusive. 
And there are more general considerations. Who did read Philo in 
antiquity? As far as one can tell, the only people to do so were Jews 
and Christians or at least persons interested in Judaism. Numenius 
may have read him; on a priori grounds at any rate Plotinus did not. 
And from what we know of Numenius' work, there is nothing to 
suggest that he took over anything which might introduce Plotinus 
to the Philonian logos. 


It would not be prudent for us to make a conclusive statement on 
whether Rist is correct in affirming that ‘whatever slight similarities 
there are between Philo's /ogos and Plotinus' are almost certainly 
accidental', for this would require a much fuller investigation, which 
would need to take all the relevant Middle Platonist evidence into 
account. 

What intrigues me about Rist's conclusion is the remark that we 
can be sure on a priori grounds that Plotinus did not read Philo. 
Surely it is not impolite to ask what these grounds might be. They 
are not based on any explicit statement on Plotinus' part, otherwise 
they would not be a priori. Are they deduced from Porphyry's famous 
chapter in the Vita Plotini (816) on Plotinus' altercation with Gnosti- 
cizing Christians in his own circle?!? If so, we might further ask 
whether these Gnostics and the ideas they represented can be fairly 
compared with Philo and his thought. I would argue not, as will later 
become clear. Or are the a priori grounds merely a way of indicating 
that this conclusion is based on an assumption, or, to put it less 
diplomatically, a deep-seated prejudice? Perhaps it is thought 
inherently improbable that someone who has drunk from the 
limpid font of Greek thought should show any interest in a prolix 
and seemingly incoherent author such as Philo. However this may 
be, I would argue that Rist has not remained unaffected by the 


11 Dillon (1977) 200; Runia (1986) 206, 515. 

12 Rist (1967) 101. 

13 That it is unlikely that Plotinus did not have some contact with Judaism, at 
least in semi-religious, semipolitical aspects, is shown by Merlan (1963-64) 15-21. 
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paradigm-change which we earlier postulated to have been set in 
motion by Father Festugiere. 

In the meantime, however, studies on Philo himself have also not 
stood still. In his tetralogy Festugiere had painted a scathing portrait 
of Philo, describing him as a perfect example of the homme moyen 
cultive produced by the dozen in the Hellenistic schools, a man 
whose entire writings one could read without coming across a single 
original thought.!4 Since then it has been decisively shown by 
Valentin Nikiprowetzky and others that such a portrait only emerges 
if one treats him as systematic philosopher rather than what he 
himself clearly regarded himself as being, namely an exegete of 
scripture who drew on the Greek philoso[42]phical tradition to 
unfold and expound the hidden wisdom of Mosaic philosophy.!? In 
his expository task Philo exploits the ideas of various philosophical 
traditions, but most of all Platonism, which has led some scholars to 
call him a Middle Platonist, a label I can understand but would 
personally resist. Philo’s originality lies in the creative way in which 
he relates the Greek intellectual tradition to the—for him authori- 
tative—biblical tradition. This, above all, is what he bequeathed to 
later Patristic thought. To the extent that medieval philosophy 
depends on this convergence of Greek and biblical thought, there is 
some truth in Wolfson’s claim that Philo stands at its cradle. 

All of this, I would argue, should induce us to refine our original 
question somewhat. We started off with the dilemma witness or 
participant. The metaphor presupposed here is no doubt that of the 
sporting fixture. One is either part of the action, in the ring, on the 
field etc., or one is a spectator on the sidelines, looking on. Our 
image is respectable enough. Was it not reportedly used by Pytha- 
goras to describe the role of the philosopher? But we mean it diffe- 
rently than he did, for in our case it is the philosophers who are in 
the ring, while Philo, if a witness, might be compared to a sporting 
journalist, sitting in the stadium and giving reports on the action 
that occurs before his eyes. 

But if Philo, as an exegete of Mosaic scripture, is doing his own 
thing, and is only secondarily concerned with philosophy, we will 
have to come up with a better image. I have racked my brains and 


14 See esp. Festugiére (1945-54) 2.519-585. 
15 Cf. Nikiprowetzky (1977), Winston (1985), Runia (1986), Reale-Radice 
(1987). 
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thought up the following. Since the philosophers have already been 
rubbed in the dirt, why don’t we now compare them to politicians, 
politics of course being a rather special kind of game. There they 
are on the floor of the Parliament, engaged in the thrust and parry 
of party politics, debating issues of national and international 
importance. The journalists are sitting on the gallery, but we are not 
likely to find Philo there. Why don’t we compare him to an acade- 
mic, a professor of political science, say, or even of religion if you 
like, since we know that politics and religion are always closely 
entwined. Philo does his own thing, not directly concerned with the 
events in Parliament, but following them at a distance. Naturally if 
all other information about political happenings should be lost, 
then he might still be able to supply us with some material. But is it 
not the also case that the politicians too might be to some degree 
interested in what he is doing, and that this might be of some 
influence on their activities? Of course my image hits a bottleneck 
here, for politicians are on the whole far too busy to do much 
reading, while most philosophers hardly resemble politicians. All the 
same, I hope I have been able to make my point clear. [43] 


2. Detour: a brief glance at the fate of Philo's writings 


Since I have made a few pointed remarks about scholars who play 
around with disembodied ideas, I would now like to make a little 
detour and tell the tale of the survival and dissemination of Philo’s 
writings. It is, to my mind, a fascinating story, which is not as well 
known as it should be, mainly for the reason, perhaps, that no 
readily accessible account of it has ever been given.!® All I can do is 
give the bare outlines; otherwise it would distract us too much from 
our theme. Its direct relevance, however, will become clear towards 
the end. The story will be more easily followed if the reader consults 
the diagram on the facing page. 

Philo must have died about 50 ap, and one might have expected 
his writings, just like the rest of Hellenistic-Jewish literature to have 
been lost during the series of disastrous events that overcame the 
community of Alexandrian Jews during the next hundred years. 
About a generation after Philo’s death the Jewish historian Josephus 


16 Most information at Morris (1987). I hope to give a full account in the near 
future. 
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refers to Philo and appears to have made some use of his writings in 
the composition of his Antiquities.!? After that there is silence for 
nearly a hundred years. The first Christian author to refer to Philo is 
Clement of Alexandria writing between 180 and 200 Ap. His rather 
extensive use of Philo's works has recently been investigated in a 
fine study by Annewies van den Hoek.!? 

How did Philo survive this early watershed? It is very likely that 
this happened in the so-called Catechetical school of the Christian 
diocese of Alexandria, perhaps through the special efforts of its first 
"director — (to use a modern term)—Pantaenus. At any rate Philo’s 
fate will from then on be intimately associated with that of the more 
intellectually inclined Church Fathers. Origen took a complete set 
of Philo's writings with him when he left Alexandria for Caesarea in 
Palestine in 233. We know that these copies were still there in the 
days of Eusebius nearly a century later, for he dutifully records them 
in a catalogue in his Church History (2.18). It is not entirely true, as is 
often said, that all the writings that we possess are on his list. 
Nevertheless it is probable that Origen's library is the archetype 
from which our manuscripts are derived. One of our manuscripts 
informs us that in the 370's Bishop Euzoius had the works trans- 
ferred to parchment, which no doubt ensured their further survival. 

At the same time copies of Philo's works will have continued to 
circulate in Alexandria. This is proven by the extensive use made of 
them by Didymus, the blind exegete and theologian of the 
Alexandrian church whose long life spans nearly the entire fourth 
century. At Coptos and Oxyrhynchus two fine 3rd century codices of 
treatises from the Allegorical Commentary were found in Christian 
homes—from the spine of one of them some very old [44] Gospel 
papyri were extracted.!? So we know that Philo must have penetrated 
to the provinces. If copies were mainly available via the Catechetical 
school, one might be inclined to surmise that Plotinus, for example, 
would not have easily gained access to them while he was a student 
of Ammonius Saccas. But if these were available in the provinces, 
then probably it was not so difficult to get hold of a copy in Alexan- 
dria if one made some effort. 


17 Cf. Ant. 18.257-260. The extent of Josephus’ use of Philo is somewhat 
controversial; cf. Feldman (1984) 410-418, and now Schwartz (1990) 40-43, 51- 
54. 

18 Van den Hoek (1988). 

19 For the fascinating details, see Roberts (1963). 


192 


CHAPTER TEN 


, Philo's library 


TA: 
150 m 


Josephus ``"... ROME? 
libraries 
SYRIA ? 

Justin ? ALEXANDRIA 

Numenius? School of Pantaenus 

, Clement oS 
t 
t 
250 | 
? 


Origen | Egyptian 
ı JERUSALEM? __- CAESAREA ^-.N 
| (tampered edition).--" ,' | Pamphilus 


99 
/ first edition 


| 
' 
' 
' 
' 
' 
' 
' 
' 
' 
' 
t 
' 
' 
' 
' 
' 


; Eusebius " 

m / `-. ITALY ' 
' M u Latin . ` `< Calcidius 
. , edition of Euzoius translation ` ` Ambrose 
' Jerome I Augustine 
' [sidore of 
à Pelusium 
' 9 
' / 
' 

500 | j BYZANTIUM 
/ 
: . \ 
| / Catenae 
i / Armenian 
| 
/ translation St Riquier 
/ Florilegia (Angilbert) 
' sa 
Syriac/Arab 
tradition ? 
Jacob Qirqisani ? 
1000 medieval medieval : 
manuscripts manuscripts Ens 
ilonis 
Cusanus 
1500 editio princeps 


editio princeps 
lustianianus 1520 
Turnebus 1552 Sichardus 1527 


editio princeps 
Aucher 1821-26 


1900 editio critica 
Cohn-Wendland 
1896-1915 


Schematic representation of the history of the transmission of the 
Philonic corpus 


PHILO AND THE NEOPLATONIST TRADITION 193 


Sometimes it is possible to trace the spread of Philo’s writings 
with greater accuracy. I came across an interesting case when study- 
ing Van den Hoek’s results. It struck me that Clement refers exten- 
sively to Philo’s writings in the first five books of the Stromateis, but 
that in books 6 & 7 he only appears to make direct use of the Quaes- 
tiones. This fits in remarkably well with the chronology established by 
Méhat, who has suggested that these last two books were written 
after Clement left Alexandria, and started working for the bishop of 
Jerusalem.?? Presumably he took a copy of the Quaestiones with him 
(this, together with the De vita Moysis, was the most popular work of 
Philo in antiquity), but had no access to the remainder of the corpus 
outside Alexandria. 

About fifty years later it seems that Bishop Alexander of Jerusalem 
did want copies of Philo in the library he had established. So he sent 
word to Origen that he would like copies made of various treatises, 
and these were duly prepared in the scriptorium at Caesarea. 
Remarkably, as Father Barthelémy has suggested in a fascinating 
article,?! it would appear that while the copies were being produced, 
they were tampered with by a Jew, who at a number of significant 
places in the corpus substituted the text of Aquila’s translation for 
the Septuagintal text that Philo had written. Barthelémy has made a 
good case for identifying this Jew with Rabbi Hoshai’a, a contem- 
porary and friend of Origen. One particular saying of this Rabbi in 
the Genesis Rabbah so closely resembles Philo’s famous image of the 
king and the architect in the De opificio mundi that direct acquaint- 
ance with Philo's writings must be assumed.?? This, however, is just 
about the only unambiguous example of use of Philo in the Rabbi- 
nic tradition. It would appear that the Rabbis decided that the name 
and work of their compatriot, who had found so much favour in the 
eyes of the Christians, should be consigned to oblivion. 

Translations of Philonic writings were made into at least two 
other languages. In the late sixth century a substantial selection was 
translated into Armenian, including 9 treatises which are no longer 
extant in Greek and have only come down to us via this route.?? 
Earlier, in the fourth century, two treatises had been translated into 


20 Méhat (1966) 42-54. 

21 Barthelémy (1967); the theory is somewhat speculative, but has not been 
refuted. 

22 Cf. Runia (1989b) 41 Off. 

23 On the Armenian corpus see now Siegert (1989). 
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a very eccentric late Latin by an unknown translator. These, toge- 
ther with the Wisdom of Solomon, formed the basis of a slender liber 
Philonis, which enjoyed a modest popularity in the Medieval west 
and is referred to by, among others, Nicholas Cusanus.?* Whether 
there were Syriac or Arabic translations of Phi[46]lo is still an open 
question. References to ‘an Alexandrian’ in the tenth century 
Karaite writer Jacob Qirgisani are thought by some to refer to 
Philo.?5 It would be highly desirable if experts in the area of Medie- 
val Jewish and Arabic literature could determine with more preci- 
sion the fate of Philo's writings and thought during this period. 

But the curious tale of the fate of Philo's writings is not yet ended. 
In his notice on Philo in the Church History (2.18.8) Eusebius 
remarks that Philo's public appearances in Rome during the reigns 
of Gaius and Claudius made such an impression that copies of his 
treatises were deposited in Roman libraries. This report, of course, 
does not sound as if we should take it very seriously. In a detailed 
study, however, Enzo Lucchesi has attempted to show that the text 
presupposed by Ambrose's extensive borrowings from Philo cannot 
be reduced to the Caesarean tradition of the manuscripts or to the 
papyri.26 He suggests that the bishop of Milan may have gained 
access to the Roman copies through the intermediation of the priest 
Simplicianus, who also introduced him to Origen. Lucchesi's thesis 
sounds a little far-fetched, but it has so far not been decisively 
disproven.?? 

Finally I want to return to the very early period of the dissemi- 
nation of Philo's writings, and so gradually make my way back to the 
philosophical side of things. The often stated contention that there 
is no evidence that any pagan author had ever read Philo is simply 
not true. It is incontrovertible that the author of the novel Aethzopica, 
Heliodorus, drew on Philo's De vita Moysis in his description of the 
Egyptian worship of the Nile.2® Heliodorus was a pagan who hailed 
from Emesa in Syria, and probably lived in the early fourth century. 


24 On the translations Petit (1973), and the medieval transmission Wilpert 
(1960). 

?5 Most recent discussion in Fossum (1987). 

26 Lucchesi (1977); unfortunately not discussed in Morris (1987). 

?7 Polemical but not decisive remarks in Savon (1984). 

28 Proven in Runia (1990) 135ff. Rist (1967) 256 cites Goodenough (1962) 96: 
"There is not a single pagan author who is remotely to be suspected of ever having 
read Philo.’ Goodenough should have known better, since he mentions Helio- 
dorus at Goodhart-Goodenough (1938) 250 n.1. 
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Emesa is not so far from Caesarea, and the novelist may easily have 
gained access to this Philonic work, which itself has novelistic fea- 
tures, via the Caesarean route. Nevertheless I am intrigued whether 
Philonic material may have circulated in Syria at an earlier period, 
i.e. in the second century, before Origen came to Palestine. 

The three names involved here are Justin, Numenius and 
Bardaisan. The relation of the first two to Philo has long been hotly 
debated. I am convinced that no passage in Justin’s extant works can 
be adduced to prove direct use of Philo. One particular theme, 
however, is most intriguing, namely the interpretation of the divine 
theophanies in the Old Testament. Justin’s christological interpreta- 
tions are uncannily similar to Philo, yet differ at crucial points.?? 
Generally this is explained through Justin’s use of other Hellenistic- 
Jewish literature now lost. I would suggest an alternative hypothesis 
which I cannot prove. Justin studied Philo’s works while still in 
Palestine (or possibly Syria). Later he moved to Rome where he no 
longer had access to the original texts, and so when he wrote the 
Dialogue with Trypho years later he had to rely on his memory and 
introduced modifications. This reconstruction would explain [47] 
the similarities and the differences, but, as I just said, cannot be 
proven. Two generations later Bardaisan lived in Edessa, somewhat 
further away. Han Drijvers has noted that the intriguing correspon- 
dences between Philo’s dialogue De Providentia and Bardaisan’s 
Dialogue on Fate raise the possibility that Philo’s works were also 
known rather early in Edessa.°° 

This leaves us with the figure of Numenius, who came from 
Apamea, equidistant from Edessa and the hometown of his contem- 
porary Justin, Flavia Neapolis (now Nablous). With Numenius we 
finally end our detour, and come to the third part of my paper. We 
return, therefore, to the philosophical tradition of Middle Platonism 
and Neoplatonism. 


3. Theological themes in Numenius and Plotinus 


It has long been recognized that, if there is to be participation of 
Hellenistic Jewish and specifically Philonic ideas in the development 
of Neoplatonism, then Numenius is its ideal vehicle. The two near- 


23 Cf. the analysis of Skarsaune (1987) 410ff. 
30 Drijvers (1970) 25. 
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contemporaries Celsus and Numenius, though both affiliated with 
the Platonist tradition, seem to be at the opposite ends of the 
spectrum. Celsus is evidently acquainted with Jewish allegorization 
of the scriptures, but he argues that the allegories are even more 
absurd than the myths they try to excuse, ‘since with an astounding 
and quite senseless stupidity they join up ideas which in no way can 
be made to fit’ (quoted at Origen c. Cels. 4.51). How different, 
Origen retorts, is the attitude of Numenius, who in many places 
comments on the ideas of Moses and the prophets and interprets 
them figuratively in a not unpersuasive way. Origen cites four works 
in which this happens. One has the title IIepi &pıdu@v, which is 
intriguing because Philo wrote a treatise with the same name. Did 
Numenius include arithmological material from the Septuagint, e.g. 
on the numbers 1 and 7, taking his cue from Philo?3! At any rate the 
sympathy that Numenius had for Jewish ideas is well attested, not 
only by Christian authors, who might be thought to be biased, but 
also, as it happens, by the (in this respect) quite unimpeachable 
Porphyry.?? Such sympathy, it should be noted, cannot be gained 
merely through a superficial acquaintance with the Bible. In order 
to allegorize some form of more concentrated reading is required. 
Numenius apparently made the effort to do this; Celsus thought it a 
waste of time.?? 

The other side of the coin is that it definitely cannot be said that 
Numenius was a minor figure in the development of Platonism. 
Both Porphyry and Proclus attest to his importance, Porphyry telling 


31 Contrast Celsus’ objection to the scheme of the creation in days as being 
way silly’ (ap. Or. c. Cels. 6.49-50). 

32 Collected, with valuable comments, by Stern (1974-84) 2.206-216. 

33 Cf. the recent remarks on Porphyry by Jerphagnon (1990) 50f. which can be 
applied to Celsus. Note how some scholars go to absurd lengths to restrict 
Numenius' interest in Judaism. Here are two examples focussing on the famous 
Moyses attikizon remark. Dodds (1957) 6: ‘If it were safe to generalise from this 
single example [of allegorization], we might urge that instead describing Plato as 
"Moses talking Attic" Numenius ought to have described Moses as "Plato talking 
Greek" (his emphasis).' Merlan (1967) 100: ‘When we now ask which aspect of 
Plato's philosophy Numenius had in mind when he compared him to Moses, it is 
perhaps a fair guess that it was only the way in which Plato, in connection with 
introducing the artificer, used the term to on aei on one side and the phrase 
reading in the Septuagint "I am he who is" on the other (my emphasis).' I am not 
convinced by the latest attempt by Edwards (1990), published just after I pre- 
sented my paper. It is true that the Numenian material in Eusebius is not very illu- 
minating. But he was no doubt limited to the books that he could find in the 
Episcopal library. 
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us not only that Numenius’ works were studied in Plotinus’ school 
but also, quite remarkably, that the founder of Neoplatonism was 
accused of plagiarizing material from him (Vita [48] Plot. 14, 17). If 
such an accusation seems hard to believe in the light of the 
fragmentary material still remaining, then this no doubt tells us a lot 
about the state of our evidence. 

Numerous footnotes and short discussions have been devoted to 
the possible acquaintance of Numenius with Philo. This, as John 
Dillon says,?* ‘would be an important fact, could it be proved’. I 
think it unlikely that this can be decisively proven one way or 
another, unless fresh evidence comes along. In the meantime the 
question will remain a matter of exercising judgment on the basis of 
frustratingly limited evidence. 

In taking my final example from the area of Numenius’ theology, 
I will not concentrate on the question of whether in fr. 13 Des Places 
he may have described his highest god with the Septuagintal and 
eminently Philonic epithet ho ön. Ever since this possibility was first 
raised, it has been a source of lively dispute. Some scholars, most 
notably John Whittaker, defend the notion that Numenius used the 
Jewish phrase, regarding it as easily absorbed in a Platonizing con- 
text; others disagree, proposing conjectures or preferring to read 
the passage in another way.* 

The subject I want to examine in more detail is one that Professor 
Waszink already some time ago in one of his learned footnotes 
described as ‘besonders wichtig’, namely Numenius’ designation of 
his highest god as hestös, 'standing' ?9 Before I proceed on this 
subject, I should say that it has much wider ramifications than I can 
possibly discuss here. These are not only philosophical but also 
'religionsgeschichtlich', and include developments in both Gnostic 
and Islamic studies.’ 


34 Dillon (1977) 144. 

35 Pro the Judaizing reading: Festugiere (1945-54) 3.44, Whittaker (1967, 
1978), Des Places (1973) 55, Tarrant (1979). Proposing or accepting emendations 
Dodds (1957) 15, Thillet ap. des Places (1973) 55, Baltes (1975) 262, Dillon 
(1977) 368. Now Edwards (1989) proposes to retain the text, but regard ov merely 
as a participle with onépya. His discussion, however, fails to take the articles of 
Baltes (1975), Whittaker (1978), Tarrant (1979) into account. 

36 Waszink (1964) 51. 

37 Drs. Pieter Goedendorp (University of Groningen) is preparing a wide-rang- 
ing dissertation on the subject, to a first draft of which I am partially indebted. It 
may, however, still be a little while before the results of his investigations can be 
made public. See also the discussion in the context of Gnostic thought in Williams 
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The chief text in which Numenius calls his first god hestös is fr. 15 
(= Eusebius PE 11.18.20-21). I give an unpretentious literal trans- 
lation: 


These are the lives of the first god and of the second god respec- 
tively, that is to say, the first god will be standing (hestös), the second 
god by way of contrast is in motion. The first god is concerned with 
the intelligibles, the second god with the intelligibles and the sense- 
perceptible things. Do not be surprised at this statement of mine, for 
you will hear something much more remarkable. Instead of the 
motion that belongs to the second god, I pronounce that the stability 
belonging to the first god is an innate motion, from which both the 
cosmos’ order and eternal permanence and salvation are poured 
forth onto the universe. 


Numenius’ hieratic and somewhat pompous tone emerges clearly in 
this fragment. This is the only place where he calls god hestös. But 
elsewhere the verb hesteke and the participle hestekos are used very 
emphatically of to asomaton and to on, i.e. god in his noetic aspect (fr. 
4a, 5, 8). Standing and stability are clearly emphatic Numenian 
themes. [49] 

The first response one might have to this emphasis is to look for 
help in the Greek philosophical tradition. Aristotle’s Unmoved 
mover, emphatically taken over by the Middle Platonist Alcinous 
(Did. 10.2), comes to mind. Numenius should then have written 
akinetos, but his emphasis is different. Platonic texts are more 
important. Stability and permanence, we need hardly stress, are an 
essential feature of the realm of Platonic ideas. But at a certain 
period of career, Plato began to stress that the contrast between an 
unchanging noetic world and an material world in permanent flux 
could lead to misapprehensions. In the second hypothesis of the 
Parmenides both standing and moving are attributed to the One 
(146a, with twice hestos). A more important text, however, is the 
discussion in the Sophist. Plato is concerned that we should not take 
too static a view of being in its fullest sense. Whether ‘being’ (to 
pantelos on) here is meant to the refer to the intelligible realm only 
or rather is being expanded to a wider range of things is highly 
controversial.?® Numenius will, needless to say, have, adhered to the 
former view. ‘Should we really be persuaded, Plato writes (248e ff.), 


(1985), esp. 44f. 
38 For two opposed interpretations see Cornford (1935) 246, De Vogel (1969) 
176ff. 
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that motion and life and soul and understanding are not present to 
being in the complete sense, and also not being alive and thinking, 
but that it is solemn and holy, without intelligence, unmoved 
(akineton) and stable (estos) .'39 And a few pages later he argues that 
the ideas of both motion and stability occur among the megista gene 
and that they both interrelate with being. 

It seems to me highly likely that Numenius has in mind in our 
text the notion of spiritual motion, kinésis akinetos, which was deve- 
loped at great length in later Platonism on the basis of this Platonic 
text.) Nevertheless some oddities remain. The emphasis on stand- 
ing is stronger in Numenius, particularly if we add the emphatic 
application of stability to to on in the other texts mentioned above. 
Here it is not abstract being but god who is called hestös in a way that 
is supposed to jolt the reader. 

At this point we might turn to Philo. The notion that God is ho 
hestös, the stable or immobile one, a pillar of support for the whole 
of creation, is one of the more striking theological conceptions that 
Philo develops. It is found in so many texts throughout the Allegori- 
cal commentary that it is certainly a theme that would be picked up 
even by a fairly casual reader. There are at least fifteen texts in 
which God or the wise man are described as ho hestös or hestös. In 
each of these passages Philo brings the theme in relation to certain 
Pentateuchal texts, of which the most important are: 


Gen. 18:22: ‘and Abraham was standing (the LXX has hestekös, but Philo 
cites as hestös) before the Lord and he drew nigh and spoke’; 

Ex. 17:6 (God speaking): ‘here I am standing (Aesteka) before you were 
there on the rock in Horeb’; 

Deut. 5:31 (God speaking to Moses): ‘but you stand (stethz) here with 
me’. [50] 


Mostly God’s stability is contrasted with the mutability of created 
things in a relatively straightforward way, and the theme is trans- 
ferred to the wise man par excellence, Moses (or Abraham), who 
cleaves to God and achieves the same stability of thought and 
purpose.*! Undoubtedly the most impressive passage, which was also 


39 Soph. 248e-249a. 

40 Cf. Gersh (1973) on Proclus, but he does not discuss precursors except 
Plotinus. 

41 The more important passages, together with the biblical texts cited, are: 
Cher. 18-19 (Gen. 18:22), Post. 19-30 (Gen. 18:22, Deut. 5:31), Gig. 48-49 (Num. 
14:44, Deut. 5:31), Conf. 30-32 (Deut. 5:31, Ex. 7:15), Somn. 1.241 (Gen. 31:13, Ex. 
17:6), Somn. 2.221-230 (Ex. 17:6, 24:10, Gen. 18:22, Deut. 5:31, 5:5). See further 
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exploited at some length by Clement of Alexandria,?? is in De 
posteritate Caini 12-31, where exegesis is given of the text ‘Cain went 
out from the face of God and dwelt in the land of Naid.’ Cain is the 
archetypal foolish man, and he goes to live in a land, the name of 
which is etymologized as ‘tossing’ or ‘tottering’. So the contrast with 
Moses is easily made; hence too the relevance of the theme of God 
as ho hestos. One little passage in this larger context struck me as 
particularly interesting in relation to our Numenian text. Just as 
earthly things would appear to stand still compared with the speed 
of the heavenly bodies, Philo declares, so God, who made all things, 
must be faster still. The strangest thing is, however, that God who 
outstrips even the heavenly bodies, himself stands still.* 

Philo brings out the paradox in a way that reminds us quite 
plainly of the later Numenian passage. Admittely the theme of 
spiritual motion which we have sought behind Numenius’ theology 
is not drawn out in Philo, even though it can easily be read in. I 
would not wish to claim that this passage proves Philonic influence 
on Numenius. Nevertheless I am convinced that that we can say that 
the philosopher would certainly have been attracted not only to 
Philo’s ideas on the theme of divine stability, but also to the way in 
which these were derived from the Mosaic oracles. The process of 
allegorization is certainly in the case of this theme by no means as 
forced as we often find elsewhere. Numenius, so Origen tells us, 
allegorized the Jewish scriptures. We may surmise that the above- 
mentioned texts, to which attention was drawn through a reading of 
Philo, were among those which attracted him. Certainly it is justi- 
fied, in my view, to put forward this background as an explanation 
for his choice of the striking epithet hestds applied to the first god in 
fr. 15.44 

It is with Plotinus that we should end. If Philo is to be seen as not 
just as a witness, but also a participant in the development of 
Neoplatonism, then, as we saw, this would most likely occur through 
the influence that Numenius exerted on Plotinus. This I regard as 


Winston-Dillon (1983) 261f., Runia (1986) 434 (where the emphasis on Aristote- 
lianism I would now regard as one-sided). 

42 Str. 9.51—52, on which see Van den Hoek (1988) 161ff. 

43 Philo, Post. 19. The passage is much more complicated than my paraphrase, 
but I cannot dwell on the other themes that are compressed together in this 
passage. 

44 Note that the theme of God as £otwg also occurs in the Hermetica; cf. CH 
2.12, Ascl. 31. 
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more plausible than that Plotinus should have studied Philo himself, 
although the possibility certainly should not be excluded on a priori 
grounds. One point should at least be clear: Plotinus could not have 
condemned Philo on the grounds for which he attacks the Gnosti- 
cizing thinkers in Enneads 2.9, since these ideas are not present in 
his writings. Philo's practice of teasing wisdom out of ancient texts 
will have elicited more respect from Plotinus than the ‘melodramas’ 
(Armstrong's felicitous translation) that he disliked so much in the 
case of the Gnostics.* [51] 

There are a number of texts where the theme of standing occurs 
in a theological context, that it to say, when Plotinus is discussing 
the three hypostases and our knowledge of them. All that I have 
time for now is to briefly indicate two passages located in the final 
treatise of the Enneads, 6.9. 

The first is in 83, where the One is described as neither some- 
thing, nor quality, not quantity, nor mind, nor soul, nor in motion, 
nor standing (hestos), nor in place, nor time etc. (lines 41—42).46 
Henry and Schwyzer rightly point to the first hypothesis of the 
Parmenides. Nevertheless I wonder whether Plotinus has not deliber- 
ately included the various epithets in this particular form to make 
quite plain that in this respect his highest hypostasis differs from the 
first god of his predecessor Numenius. 

The second interesting locus involving hestös occurs in the well- 
known final chapter. An outpouring of terms, phrases, images, is all 
that the philosopher can give when trying to describe what happens 
in the union with the One. He is 'as if snatched up or possessed by a 
god, in quiet solitude and a state of calm, not turning away any- 
where in his being and not turning about himself, altogether at rest 
(hestos pante) and having become like rest (stasis) itself (11.13-15) .?7 
It is perhaps not contemplation, Plotinus continues, but another 
kind of seeing, both ekstasis and stasis, ‘standing outside oneself’, yet 
also ‘standing’, as well as a number of other terms, piled up in order 
to express what cannot be expressed (23-24). Remarkably Plotinus 


45 Enneads 2.9.13.7; cf. also the stimulating remarks of Puech (1934) 765f., but 
these do not apply to Philonic thought. 

46 6.9.3.40—45. yevvntikt yap tod Evög gdotg 0000. TÜV TÜVTWV ODÖEV ¿otv 
Q'OtÓV. odte OOV t1 OUtE TOLOV OTE TOGOV OdTE VODV OVTE WOYNV: ODSE KIVODLEVOV 
008’ ad EotÓG, ook £v TÓN, ook Èv xpóvo, GAA’ adtTd kað’ adtd povo- 
ELÖEG, HAAAOV SE àveiðeov npò gtóouç OV TAVTOSG, TPO KIVHOEWS, TPO OTAOEWG: 
TADTA YAP MEPL TO Sv, Q TOAAG ADTO notet. 

47 My translation based on Armstrong (1966-88) 7.343. 
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even refers with approval to the wise among the prophets who 
express in riddles how god is seen. This noteworthy emphasis on 
standing and stability I would regard as Numenian, and it is perhaps 
no coincidence that the chapter’s famous final words, qvyn póvov 
Tpoc póvov (flight of the alone to the alone), take over and deepen a 
Numenian phrase.*8 These texts cannot, of course, prove that Ploti- 
nus had read Philo. They do become more comprehensible if the 
Philonic background is taken into account, as passed through 
Numenius. It need not, therefore, be a mirage, if we were to per- 
ceive far in the distance behind the word hestös—but perhaps also 
the word ekstasis—the figure of the Patriarch Abraham, i.e. Penta- 
teuchal texts as expounded by Philo, even if Plotinus may not have 
been conscious of these texts when he wrote his treatise.* 


4. Conclusion 


In conclusion I would sum up my paper in two theses. 

(1) It seems to me very unlikely that the question of whether Philo- 
nic ideas exerted any influence on the development of Platonism 
can be definitely sett[52]led one way or another. The evidence is 
simply too fragmentary and has come down to us in too arbitrary a 
way. 

(2) In such a situation the question of the burden of proof becomes 
all important. Ever since Festugiére this has been assumed to lie with 
those who affirm that Greek philosophy was not a self-contained 
tradition. My inclination is to opt for the reverse. The contacts 
between philosophers and other religious traditions in the second 
and third centuries were more extensive than has often been 
thought. If any interest was shown in writings of Philo, then I would 
argue that it will have occurred on his own terms, i.e. as an expositor 
of ancient and venerable scriptures, even if not all the claims that he 
made for those writings were acceptable to philosophers, who had 
their own set of interests and priorities. 


48 Cf. Dodds (1957) 16-17, who to my mind plays down the debt to Numenius 
too much. 

49 Especially Gen. 18:22, Gen. 15:12 (see exegesis at Her. 249-267, QG 3.9). The 
comments of Arnou (1967?) 260-271 are still well worth reading. 
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. Introduction 


Fire 
God of Abraham, God of Isaac, God of Jacob, 
not of philosophers and scholars. 
Certainty, certainty, heartfelt, joy, peace. 
God of Jesus Christ... 


Through the centuries the Memorial of Blaise Pascal, found sown 
into his clothing after his death, has been a source of inspiration for 
those who reflect on the God of the Jewish and Christian traditions. 
Also in our time interest in this statement has not abated.! The 
precise dating of the document—23rd November 1654, 10:30 till 
12.30 in the evening—indicates that it records an intense religious 
experience. But we should not overlook that it also reflects a biblical 
theology. In its totality the Mémorial is a tissue of references to and 
echoes of biblical texts. In this brief contribution I wish to examine a 
small aspect of the biblical and exegetical background of Pascal’s 
antithesis between the ‘God of Abraham, God of Isaac, God of 
Jacob’ and the ‘God of philosophers and scholars’. As Emmanuel 
Levinas has pointed out, this antithesis was already in part 
anticipated by the medieval Jewish philosopher Judah Halevi.? In his 


l T am thinking here particularly of the recent study by, Th de Boer, De God van 
de filosofen en de God van Pascal: over het grensgebied van filosofte en theologie (The 
Hague 1989), which has received much attention in this country. 

E. Levinas, God en de filosofie, vertaald, ingeleid en van aantekeningen voorzien door 
Th. de Boer (The Hague 1990) p. 13. I thank Prof. de Boer for pointing out this 
reference to me. 
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Kuzari he makes the king of the Khazars exclaim:? ‘Now I under- 
stand the difference between God and the Lord and I see how great 
is the difference between the God of Abraham and the God of 
Aristotle.’ In contrast to Halevi Pascal incorporates an identifiable 
biblical text into his antithesis. An examination of the biblical and 
exegetical background will show that the theme of God of the 
philosophers and God of the Patriarchs has an anterior exegetical 
background that goes all the way back to the first Jewish philo- 
sopher, Philo of Alexandria. Because this antecedent background 
has seldom to my knowledge been noticed or studied, it would seem 
appropriate to examine it in a little more detail, as a small xapıotn- 
pıov to a theologian who has contributed so much to our under- 
standing of the theme of the God of Israel in the long tradition of 
Jewish and Christian theology and philosophy. 


2. Biblical background 


Pascal’s words ‘God of Abraham, God of Isaac, God of Jacob’ allude 
to a scriptural text. In Exodus 3:6 God is recorded as saying to 
Moses:* ‘I am the God of your father, the God of Abraham, the God 
of Isaac, the God of Jacob.' In the same chapter the words are 
repeated. When Moses asks God what name he should [14] report to 
the children of Israel, the reply we read in Exodus 3:14-15 is: ‘I AM 
WHO I AM. Say this to the people of Israel, I AM has sent me to you.’ 
But immediately the words are added: “The Lord the God of your 
fathers, the God of Abraham, the God of Isaac, the God of Jacob, 
has sent me to you.’ In the following chapter, when Moses appears 
before Pharaoh, the same phrase recurs. God instructs Moses to 
catch the rod turned snake by the tail ‘that they may believe that 
Lord the God of your fathers, the God of Abraham, the God of 
Isaac, the God of Jacob, has appeared to you.’ Remarkable as it 
might seem, Pascal’s phrase recurs nowhere else in the Hebrew 
Bible. It is specifically tied to the role of Moses in the Exodus from 
Egypt. 

In the New Testament, however, the words of God to Moses are 
found again. All three synoptic Gospels record how Jesus cites the 


3 Kuzari 4.16. I cite the translation of I. Heineman in Three Jewish Philosophers 
(New York 1969). 

* For biblical passages in this section, referring to the original Hebrew and 
Greek texts, I have used the Revised Standard Version. 
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text in order to respond to the trick question of the Sadducees 
about a life after death. I cite the version at Luke 20:37:5 ‘But that 
the dead are raised, even Moses showed, in the passage about the 
bush, where he calls the Lord the God of Abraham and the God of 
Isaac and the God of Jacob. Now he is not God of the dead, but of 
the living; for all live to him.' The Evangelist repeats the phrase 
twice in a shortened form in the Acts of the Apostles. In Peter's 
speech to the ‘men of Israel’ in 3:13 he declares that ‘the God of 
Abraham and of Isaac and of Jacob, the God of our Fathers, 
glorified his servant Jesus, whom you delivered up and denied in the 
presence of Pilate.' In the speech of Stephen before the Sanhedrin 
the words look back more directly to the incident of Exodus (Acts 
7.31-32). When Moses saw the wonder of the burning bush and 
drew near to look, 'the voice of the Lord came, I am the God of your 
fathers, the God of Abraham and Isaac and Jacob.' For the Christian 
Pascal, therefore, the New Testament not only places the words cited 
in the Mémorial in the mouth of the Saviour, but also elsewhere 
refers explicitly to their original place in the Exodus story. 


3. Three passages in Philo of Alexandria 


We turn now to the writings of the precise contemporary of Jesus 
and Stephen, Philo of Alexandria. While the Apostles were 
beginning to spread the Gospel beyond the confines of Palestine, 
Philo was engaged in the defence of his beleaguered fellow-Jews in 
Alexandria and Rome, but also found time to write his numerous 
commentaries on the Pentateuch. We shall briefly examine three 
passages in which Philo meditates on the words spoken by God to 
Moses in Exodus 3:14-15. As is almost always the case in Philo, these 
passages can only be properly understood if we look at the context 
of the work in which they occur. 

The first passage occurs in the Life of Moses, in which Philo pre- 
sents a portrait of the great leader of the Israelite nation. Although 
in the form of a biography, the work is systematically organized. 
Philo first portrays Moses as king and leader, then as law-giver, priest 
and prophet. The incident on Mount Horeb has to do with his task 
as leader. God speaks to Moses and declares to him that [15] He is a 
God of mercy, kindly by nature and merciful to those who supplicate 


5 Similar texts at Matthew 22:32, Mark 12:26. 
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Him. Moses’ task is to go to the king of Egypt and speak on behalf of 
his people. Philo then continues (De vita Moysis 1.74-76) :6 


Moses, knowing full well that his fellow-countrymen and all the 
others would disbelieve his words, said: ‘If they should ask the name 
of him who sent me, and I myself am unable to tell them, will I not 
make the impression of a deceiver?’ God replied: ‘Tell them in the 
first place that I am the Existent (0 @v), that they may learn the 
difference between being (óvtog) and non-being (un óvtog), and 
also the further lesson that no name (üvouo) at all can properly be 
used of Me (xvptoAoyeitar), to Whom alone Being (to eivat) 
belongs. But if, being rather weak by nature, they should seek some 
title (1póopnotc) to use, reveal to them not only that I am God 
(0766), but also the God of the three men whose names express their 
excellence (apern), God of Abraham and God of Isaac and God of 
Jacob, the first the exemplar of wisdom gained by teaching, the 
second of wisdom possessed by nature, the third of wisdom gained 
by practice. 


Philo, as the first in a long succession, interprets the divine pro- 
nouncement in Exodus 3:14 in terms of the Platonic doctrine of 
Being, as encouraged by the Septuagint translation on which he 
bases his commentary. God alone is the Existent (or the One Who 
IS) —in contrast to non-being, i.e. created reality. No name can be 
properly spoken of Being. We are not told why this is so. But, as the 
context has already told us, God is a God of mercy, and so takes 
cognizance of human weakness. A distinction is made between a 
name and a title. Man receives a title for the Existent, i.e. God, but 
not the bare title alone. God is God of Abraham, Isaac and Jacob. 
Why this further specification, we may ask. Philo does not tell his 
reader what his biblical text says, that these names represent the 
‘Fathers’ of the Israelite people. Instead they commemorate exem- 
plars or canons of excellence, i.e. the standard allegorical interpre- 
tation of the Patriarchs in terms of the three ways of gaining wisdom. 
The reader cannot help but be struck by the fact that the philoso- 
phical and allegorical interpretation of the text fails to cohere with 
the context of Mosaic leadership and rescue from oppression. It 
looks very much like a fixed exegetical schema that has been 
imposed on the narrative. 

The second passage occurs in another treatise that combines 
biblical exposition with biography, the Life of Abraham. At its outset, 


6 The quotes from Philo's writings in this article are given in a considerably 
modified version of Colson's Loeb transation. 
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before embarking on an account of the life of the Patriarch, Philo 
outlines two trinities of men favoured by God, Enos-Enoch-Noah 
and Abraham-Isaac-Jacob. Of these the [16] second is greater than 
the first. Again we cite the text (De Abrahamo 50-52): 


It is the case that these three were all of one house and one race— 
the last was son of the second and grandson of the first. All alike 
were God-lovers and God-beloved, and their devotion to the true 
God was returned by Him, Who in recognition of their high and life- 
long excellences considered them worthy, as the oracles reveal, to be 
made partners in His own title (tpocpnoewc). For He joined and 
united His special name (tdtov óvopo) to theirs, calling Himself by 
an appellation (kAfjo1c) that was a combination of the three. ‘For 
this,’ He said, ‘is my age-long name (övona aimviov)—the God of 
Abraham, the God of Isaac and the God of Jacob,’ relative (npóc t1) 
instead of absolute (kaßana&). This statement is surely reasonable. 
God indeed needs no name; nevertheless, though He did not need 
it, He bequeathed to the race of mankind an appropriate name, so 
that men might be able to take refuge in prayers and supplications 
and not be deprived of good hope. These words do indeed appear to 
be spoken in the case of holy men, but they are also statements 
about an order of things, which is less apparent, but far superior to 
the sense-perceptible realm. For the holy word appears to be 
searching into types of soul, all of them of high worth, one which 
pursues the good through teaching, one through nature, and one 
through practice... 


Although the general resemblance to the previous passage is clear, 
there are some new shades of emphasis. The Patriarchs are now 
without doubt real people, ‘men of holy life’, who have entered into 
a special relationship with the Deity. They receive this honour not 
because they are the object of divine election, but on account of the 
excellence of their way of life. At the end of the passage Philo reverts 
to the allegorical interpretation, which clearly has his preference. 
Because of the passage's encomiastic emphasis, Philo is primarily 
interested in the text Exodus 3:15, and this results in a quite 
different interpretation. The metaphysics of Being appears to be set 
aside. Philo no longer objects to the idea that God has a name.’ He 
does not need it, but graciously bequeathes it to mankind. For if 


7 Note, however, that Philo does not speak of ‘God’ as a ‘proper’ name (KÖp1ov 
Ovouo), but rather as a ‘special’ or ‘particular’ name (iótov Övoua). This may 
reflect the Aristotelian view that properties (võta) of a substance do not represent 
its essence (i.e. parts of its definition), but rather characteristics in consequence of 
its essence. At De mutatione nominum 14, however, \ötov and Kvptov are simply 
placed in parallel. 
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mankind did not have a name for God, it would lack a focal point 
for its hopes and supplications. But this name is not given in abso- 
lute terms, i.e. just as ‘God’. It is brought in relation to the three 
Patriarchs, as a mark of honour and reward for their excellence. 
The text Exodus 3:14 is thus not explicitly mentioned. One may 
suspect, however, that [17] it remains implicit in the statement that 
(for Himself) God does not need a name. 

Our third Philonic passage is found in a strictly allegorical work, 
On the change of names, and is far more complex and demanding than 
the previous two. Indeed it is so complicated that a full examination 
of its difficulties would extend us beyond the confines of this 
article.® The following discussion will thus concentrate on essentials. 

In the opening passage of the treatise, Philo cites his main bibli- 
cal text which he wishes to expound, Genesis 17:1: 'Abraham be- 
came ninety-nine years of age, and the Lord was seen by Abraham, 
and He said to him, I am your God'. Hundred is the number of 
perfection (when Isaac is born). Abraham, on reaching ninety-nine 
is making good progress towards that goal. The vision of the Lord 
happens to him not through the eyes of the body, but through the 
illumination of the mind. Philo's exegetical eye falls on the two di- 
vine names, Lord and God, which the passage appears to juxtapose. 
Moreover the statement ‘I am your God (ëyÓ eim ó Beög cov)’ can 
hardly fail to remind him of the other more famous text, 'I am the 
Existent (€y@ eiui ò v). So he continues (De mutatione nominum 7): 


Do not however think that the Existent (to 6v), that which truly 
exists, can be comprehended by any human being; for we have in us 
no organ by which we can envisage It, neither sense-perception, for 
It is not perceptible by sense, nor mind. Thus Moses the explorer of 
nature which lies beyond our vision, who, as the divine oracles tell 
us, entered into the darkness (Exodus 20:21), by which figure they 
indicate the invisible and incorporeal realm of being, searched 
everywhere and into everything in his desire to see clearly and 
plainly Him, the object of intense yearning, Who alone is good. 


8 [ have discussed various aspects of this passage in my article, 'Naming and 
Knowing: Themes in Philonic Theology with Special Reference to the De mutatione 
nominum , in R. van den Broek, T. Baarda and J. Mansfeld (edd.), Knowledge of God 
in the Graeco-Roman World (Leiden 1988) 69-91. Some points in my interpretation 
are disputed by J. Whittaker, 'Catachresis and Negative Theology: Philo of Alexan- 
dria and Basilides', in S. Gersh and C. Kannengiesser, edd., Platonism in Late 
Antiquity (Notre Dame 1992) 61-82. At vital points the text is obscure. I adopt the 
readings of Colson. 
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But even the great prophet is thwarted in his quest and can only see 
what is behind the Deity—Philo cites Exodus 33:13—i.e. those 
things that are ‘after the Existent’ (petà tò öv). We then read (De 
mutatione nominum 11-14): 


It is therefore consistent [with the doctrine of divine unknowability] 
that not even a proper name (Övona Kbpıov) can be pronounced for 
the truly Existent. Do you not see that when the prophet desires to 
know what he must answer to those who ask about His name He says 
[18] ‘I am the Existent (Exodus 3:14)’, which is equivalent to ‘my 
nature is to be, not to be spoken’? But lest the human race be 
altogether deprived of a title (npoopnoewc) for the supremely Good, 
He allows them to use by licence of language, as though it were His 
proper name, the title of Lord God of the three natures, teaching, 
perfection, practice, of which Abraham, Isaac and Jacob are re- 
corded as symbols. For, He says, ‘this is my age-long name (Exodus 
3:15),’ as if subject to examination in the age of human existence, 
not in the realm prior to that existence (ëv tô mpo aivoc), and ‘a 
memorial,’ that is, not set beyond memory or apprehension, and 
again ‘for generations’, not for beings that never came into being. 
Those who are born into mortality are in need of some substitute for 
the divine name, so that even if they may not approach the reality 
[of the Existent], they may at least be equipped with the best 
(substitute) name for It. This is also shown by the oracle proclaimed 
from the mouth of the Ruler of all in which He says that no proper 
name of Him has been revealed to any person. ‘I was seen,’ He says, 
‘in relation to (npög) Abraham, Isaac and Jacob, being their God, 
and My name ‘Lord’ (tò övoua pov Kdptov) I did not reveal to them 
(Exodus 6:3).’ For when the transposition (lit. hyperbaton) is re- 
established in the proper order the declaration would be, ‘My 
proper name (Övona pov to kopiov) I did not reveal to them,’ but 
only the substitute name for the reasons already mentioned. 


We see here that Exodus 3:14-15 and 6:3 are added as secondary 
biblical lemmata in order to elucidate the primary exegetical text, 
Genesis 17:1, which is Philo’s main concern. The doctrine of Being, 
in terms of which Exodus 3:14 is interpreted, is taken to mean that 
God is unknowable in his essence, and so also unnameable. But the 
Existent does have names, most notably ‘God’ and ‘Lord’. These, 
Philo argues are not proper names, i.e. descriptive of the essence, 
but are substitutionary or catachrestic names, i.e. involving licence 
of language. The ever gracious Deity grants the human race the title 
of ‘Lord God of Abraham, Isaac and Jacob’. Some terms in Exodus 
3:15 are looked at more closely and interpreted to mean that the 
name is meant for that form of existence that is subject to time and 
generation, in opposition to the realm of unchanging being that 
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characterizes the Existent. As final proof Philo embarks on a daring 
interpretation of Exodus 6:3, seemingly not shrinking back from an 
emendation of the sacred text.? God says not that ‘He did not reveal 
his name Lord (i.e. Kvptoc, translating the tetragrammaton) to the 
Patriarchs’, [19] but rather that he did not reveal his proper name 
(övoua Kvptov) to them. What is revealed to the man of progress is 
not the Deity as He really is, but rather in the guise of his powers. 
Abraham has seen the Deity as Lord, and now he is offered the 
revelation of Him as God. Philo's philosophical speculations on the 
naming of God are dovetailed into the anagogic allegory of the soul 
making progress in her quest for the goal of perfection, as realized 
in the intimate knowledge and experience of the Deity. 


4. Some comments on Philo's interpretation 


Although the contexts of the three passages differ and there are a 
number of divergencies and discrepancies between them—e.g. 
whether God actually has a name or only a title—, the convergence 
is sufficient to suggest that Philo has given the text Exodus 3:14-15 a 
unified interpretation.!? Our task is now to reflect on its signi- 
ficance. 

It cannot, in the first place, be said that Philo totally dehistoricizes 
God's revelation to Moses and his relation to the Patriarchs. There is 
no doubt in his mind that Abraham, Isaac, Jacob, and later Moses 
were real, if clearly exceptional, men. The situation of the children 
of Israel, their need for a God to whom they could direct their 
supplications and hopes, their need also for an inspired leader, is 
recognized. On the other hand Philo does not interpret the text as 
indicating that God embarks on a special relationship with the 
people of Israel. The declaration that He is the God of Abraham, 
Isaac and Jacob is not taken to mean the reaffirmation of a covenant 
earlier established or the fulfilment of a promise earlier given. The 
Patriarchs are honoured on account of the excellence of their lives. 


9 If the text indeed did read KYPIOX. But recently James Royse has made a 
strong case for the assumption that Philo's Bible text actually contained the 
tetragrammaton in paleo-Hebrew or Aramaic letters; see 'Philo, Kopioc, and the 
Tetragrammaton', in D. T. Runia, D. M. Hay and D. Winston, edd., Heirs of the 
Septuagint. Philo, Hellenistic Judaism and Early Christianity: Festschrift for Earle Hilgert 
[= The Studia Philonica Annual 8 (1991)] (Adanta 1991) 167-183. 

10 I set to one side the question of the extent to which Philo may in this be 
indebted to an earlier Alexandrian tradition. 
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It is no coincidence, perhaps, that two of the passages occur in 
biographies. The tendency of Philo’s reading is clearly towards a 
more general understanding in terms of an allegorical or symbolic 
reading. Moses represents the soul in search of God’s being, the 
Patriarchs are symbols of the anagogic path to perfection. Such 
perfection is expressed in terms of the Greek philosophical theory 
of the excellences (üperat). We should note, however, that it is risky 
to assume that what Philo means by these necessarily corresponds to 
what they mean in Plato, Aristotle, or Plotinus. 

The key, in my view, to Philo’s reading is that he sees a distinction 
between the two verses and the two divine pronouncements that 
they contain. When God describes himself as ‘the Existent’ in 
Exodus 3:14, he is speaking of Himself as He truly Is, in and for 
himself. Man can take note, but not fully grasp. Between this 
statement and the one that follows Philo places the small but crucial 
adversative ‘but’. The pronouncement that God is the God of the 
Patriarchs in Exodus 3:15 is interpreted as relational and accommo- 
datory. The title ‘God (Beöcg)’ is in itself an indication of His creative 
power responsible [20] for the derivative existence of created 
reality.!! The addition of the names of the Patriarchs accentuate the 
relation to mankind further. Man has an object towards which he 
can direct his supplications and aspirations. 

It would be wrong, however, to overinterpret this distinction and 
read it as an antithesis.!? We cannot read into his text the kind of 
opposition envisaged by Pascal between a God of the philosophers 
and a God of the Patriarchs, the former (vainly) approached by rea- 
son, the latter through belief and prophetic experience. Although 
distinguishing between the two texts, Philo nevertheless regards 
them as complementary. Philosophy, properly understood as the path 
to an understanding of the wisdom embodied in the Law, reveals the 
meaning of both, the former as indicating what passes beyond the 
mind’s reach, the latter as disclosing what can be attained. For this 
reason, as we saw above, the names of the Patriarchs are primarily 
interpreted in terms of an allegorical (and basically philosophical) 
schema. Nowhere in Philo’s writings do we find polemic against the 


Il The relationality of the title God is further emphasized at De mutatione 
nominum 27-28. The question of how to interpret Philo’s theology of the divine 
Powers must also be left aside in our present context. 

12 My Utrecht inaugural lecture cited below in n. 16 was insufficiently clear on 
this point. 
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‘God of the philosophers’, but rather against the ‘gods’ of mis- 
guided thinkers, who fail to recognize the utter uniqueness of the 
First and only true cause. Let me cite one particularly optimistic 
statement of this position, when Philo describes Israel as the nation 
who is the special suppliant of Him who truly exists, maker and 
father of all (De virtutibus 65) :!3 
For what philosophy with its high reputation grants to its disciples, 
the Jews receive from their laws and customs, namely knowledge of 
the highest and most ancient Cause, thereby rejecting the delusion 
of created gods. For no being that has come into being is truly a god, 


but only in men's fancies, since it is deprived of that most necessary 
attribute, eternity. 


The emphasis on a universalist viewpoint is typically Philonic. Yet it 
would be foolish to overlook the context which is in its emphasis on 
the special status of the people of Israel is quite particularist. 

The distinction that Philo reads into the two divine pronounce- 
ments in Exodus 3:14-15 centres on the difference between what 
God is in se, with regard to His own Being, and what God is in 
relation, i.e. with reference to the whole of created reality that is 
dependent on him.!* Philosophically this position cannot be denied 
consistency. God's fulness of Being can only be [21] known to him- 
self. If man could attain to it, he would be on an equal footing with 
God, but this cannot be the case, for man's place is firmly fixed as an 
(admittedly privileged) part of created reality. But, we must further 
ask, is Philo justified in reading these views into his text? At this point 
we must bear in mind that it is the Greek text that he is interpreting 
as the divinely inspired Word. In his Alexandrian context it would 
be asking rather a lot of him to demand that he refrain from 
reading this text in ontological terms. It may well be that this is 
exactly what the translators intended. If the text of Exodus 3:14-15 
contained no more than the two statements that Philo concentrates 
on, we would have to admit that his reading is at least defensible. 
But this conclusion would be too hasty, for it is clear that the inter- 
preter has engaged in a sleight of hand. Not only is there no ‘but’ 
between the verses, such as he introduces into his interpretation. Far 
more serious is the fact that he deletes a vital part of Exodus 3:14 
altogether. The two verses in fact contain three separate statements: 


13 Cf. also the similar text at De specialibus legibus 2.165. 
14 See again the further passage in De mutatione nominum 27-28, and also the 
further developments of the theme in Augustine to be discussed below. 
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v.14: Iam the Existent. 
Thus you will speak to the sons of Israel, the Existent has 
sent me to you. 

v.15: Thus you will speak to the sons of Israel, the Lord God of 
your Fathers, the God of Abraham and the God of Isaac 
and the God of Jacob has sent me to you. 


Two conclusions are clear. Verse 15 stands in parallel to verse 14. 
Like in a psalm couplet, the second verse is intended to say the same 
as the first verse but in a different formulation: the Existent ¿s 
precisely the God of the Fathers. And if this is not yet clear enough, 
we should note that in verse 14 the first statement records the 
Existent standing apparently in splendid isolation, but in the second 
He is the subject of the verb ‘has sent’ and so enters, as the Existent, 
in salvific relation to His people, to whom he sends Moses as leader 
and prophet. It is only by deleting this second statement from his 
exegesis that Philo can make his philosophical interpretation work. 

Inspired by Greek philosophy and an ontologizing Bible transla- 
tion, Philo makes a distinction between God as He is in himself and 
God as he stands in relation to his people which cannot be sustained 
in the light of the biblical text itself. Biblical thought does not 
encourage a down-playing of the relational aspect in favour of 
ontological self-sufficiency, even if the subject is God in all His 
majesty and power. In fairness to Philo, however, we should not 
overlook the other side of the picture. The distinction does not 
become an unbridgeable chasm. In all three passages echoes can be 
heard of the doctrine of grace that is so central in Philo's thought.!5 
God listens to the supplications of his people. Knowing man’s 
natural limitations, he graciously bestows the [22] means whereby 
the recipient can draw nigh to the Giver. This is possible through 
the title ‘God of the Abraham, God of Isaac, God of Jacob.’ 


5. Postscript: historical connections? 


One further aspect might still be mentioned. As we noted at the 
beginning of our article, Pascal famously refers to the words ‘God of 
Abraham, God of Isaac, God of Jacob’ in his Mémorial. It is surely not 
a coincidence that the very word ‘memorial’ is found in the text of 


15 On this theme see now D. Zeller, Charis bei Philon und Paulus (Stuttgart 
1990). 
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Exodus 3:15: uvnuöovvov in Philo’s Greek Septuagint, memoriale in 
Pascal’s Latin Vulgate. At the same time Pascal’s allusion can hardly 
fail to remind us of Philo’s use of the same text. But as scholars we 
find it equally difficult to resist asking a further question and specu- 
lating on whether there might be a historical connection between the 
two thinkers. Is there a historical link that joins them together, 
whether directly or indirectly? 

Philo’s route to survival lay via the Christian tradition. Because 
the Rabbis neglected him, whether wilfully or out of a lack of 
interest, medieval Jewish thinkers remained unaware of his exist- 
ence. Halevi cannot have thought of Philo when he made his anti- 
thesis between the God of Abraham and the God of Aristotle and his 
distinction between the names God and Lord, for the simple reason 
that Philo’s interpretations were unknown to him. It is also not likely 
that Pascal will have read the three Philonic passages that we have 
discussed. By the middle of the 17th century Philo’s complete works 
were available in a Greek edition and a Latin translation, and were 
the subject of some controversies on the doctrine of the Trinity. But 
it is not likely that Philo was part of Pascal’s classical or theological 
erudition. 

There remains, however, a possible route from Philo to Pascal. It 
passes via the greatest of the Latin Church fathers, Augustine. There 
are some five passages in Augustine’s writings, three in his Com- 
mentary on the Psalms, two in his Sermons, in which a distinction very 
similar to that of Philo is made between the two statements in 
Exodus 3:14 and 3:15. God’s true and eternal name is the great Est 
(HE Is). But how can man participate in such transcendence. Do not 
despair, human fragility. God also reveals that he is God of Abraham 
and God of Isaac and God of Jacob. This is given as God’s temporal 
name, but it can also be called in aeternum (Exodus 3:15), because it 
leads man to eternal life.!6 

It is something of a mystery how this Philonic theme finds a place 
in the writings of Augustine. The Church Father mentions the 
Jewish thinker once in a rather critical vein. He knows one or two of 
the latter’s works, but there is no direct evidence that he knew the 
treatises in which the three passages analysed above were contained. 


16 For references to and further discussion of these texts see my inaugural 
lecture, Platonisme, Philonisme en het begin van het christelijk denken (Utrecht 1992), 
esp. p. 5-7 [see above chapter 1, p. 2-3]. 
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Verbal parallels are suggestive, but the fact that [23] differing 
languages are involved robs them of any demonstrative force. The 
more I study the respective passages, the more I am convinced that 
there is a link between Philo and Augustine. But I cannot prove it 
beyond all doubt. Even less am I able to prove that Pascal knew the 
particular writings of Augustine in which his exegesis of Exodus 
3:14-15 occurs. This lack of proof explains the modesty of the title 
of this contribution. I prefer to speak of the ‘backgrounds’ to rather 
than the ‘origins’ of Pascal’s theme. 


The following necessarily speculative reconstruction thus suggests 
itself. Pascal knew the biblical expression ‘God of Abraham, God of 
Isaac, God of Jacob’ from the words of Jesus and Stephen in the New 
Testament, but was also aware that its origins lie in the revelation to 
Moses on Mount Horeb. The same biblical passage also contained 
the chief text used to read a philosophical theology into the Bible. 
Augustine, and before him Philo (although Pascal did not know 
this), had focused precisely on this text to indicate a distinction 
between a ‘higher’ and a ‘lower’ way of naming God, the former 
disclosing God as He is for Himself, the latter making him known to 
mankind as God of the Fathers. Pascal repudiates such an interpre- 
tation entirely. He wants nothing to do with a God of the philoso- 
phers, whether He (or It) be read into a biblical text or discovered 
through the endeavours of pure reason. The God of the Bible is 
none other than the God of the Fathers, who is also the God of Jesus 
Christ. The distinction speculatively delineated by Philo and Augus- 
tine is thus dismantled and rebuilt into a powerful antithesis. In so 
doing Pascal radically undermines the project of philosophical 
theology on which Philo, and after him Augustine, had embarked. 


CHAPTER TWELVE 


CONFRONTING THE AUGEAN STABLES: 
ROYSE’S FRAGMENTA SPURIA PHILONICA 


Although Philo’s extant works occupy an impressive amount of 
space on the bookshelf, it would be quite wrong to think that they 
represent all that he ever wrote. This emerges from the following 
table, which lists those works, or sections thereof, that are known to 
have perished (the asterisks will be explained below):! 


1. Three complete books of Quaestiones in Exodum, plus the remain- 
der of Book I, and also some missing parts of Quaestiones in Genesim. 
2. Some parts of the Legum allegoriae, perhaps amounting to two 
books. 
3. Another book De ebrietate (probably preceding the extant treatise). 
4. A book IIepi p1o8@v mentioned at Her. 1.* 
5. Two books IIepi ówaOnkàv referred to at Mut. 53.* 
6. The rest of the work of which De Deo is a fragment. 
7. Three additional books De somniis. 
8. Lives of the patriarchs Isaac and Jacob referred to at Jos. 1.* 
9. A work or a section of a work entitled IIepi eboeßetac. 
10. The complementary work to Prob. mentioned at Prob. 1.* 
11. The complementary work to Contempl. mentioned at Contempl. 1.* 
12. The remaining part of Aet. announced at Aet. 150.* 
13. Some further historical-apologetic treatises in addition to Flacc. 
and Legat. 
14. The remainder of the Hypothetica, parts of which are quoted by 
Eusebius. 
15. A work IIepi &piWpev, to which Philo refers at Opif 52. 


The list adds up to about 20-25 books, equivalent to almost half of 
Philo’s extant corpus (50 treatises?). This means that what we have 
now amounts to no more than about two-thirds of what Philo 


1 Based on, but not identical with, the list compiled by J. Morris in E. Schurer, 
The History of the Jewish People in the Age of Jesus Christ, revised edition by G. Vermes 
et al. (Edinburgh 1973-87) 3.868. I delete those items of which there is no reason- 
able probability that they were written, e.g. a work of Quaestiones on the remaining 
books of the Pentateuch. I also cannot deal with the multitude of difficulties 
surrounding these lost works, for which the reader is referred to Morris’ excellent 
discussions (which take over much from Schürer’s original handbook). 

2 QGshould be counted as 6 books; see below n. 4. 
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actually wrote. Some readers will no doubt feel that what we have is 
more than enough. Others are greedy, however, and like to savour 
every available snippet. It is this second category of scholars who are 
likely to be interested in the subject of Philo’s fragments. [79] 

It is of the greatest importance to recognize that the works 
contained in the table above need to be divided into two categories. 
The first, marked in each case by an asterisk, are those works which 
did not survive the double watershed in the transmission of Philo’s 
writings, the Library of the Catechetical school in Alexandria, and 
the Episcopal Library of Caesarea. These writings were lost at an 
early stage, and it is impossible—barring a miracle—that fragments 
should ever be found. The second group consists of those works 
which were available to Origen, Eusebius and subsequent ancient 
readers, but since then have disappeared from circulation. Of these 
works a number of fragments have survived, scattered throughout a 
variety of sources. 

There is, however, a third category of works which also needs to 
be taken into consideration when we tackle the subject of Philo’s 
fragments. As nearly all students of Philo know, a number of his 
writings survive in a secondary form: the original Greek text has 
been lost, but the contents have been preserved in an Armenian 
translation (and in the case of one treatise, in a Latin version). 
These works are the following:? 

6 books of the Quaestiones in Genesim.* 

2 books (the first incomplete) of the Quaestiones in Exodum. 
2 books of De providentia. 

1 book De animalibus. 


A fragment entitled De Deo by the first editor, Aucher. 
6. Possibly a fragment from the work IIepi apıduav.’ 


wee ec puoi 


Of these works too small sections of Greek text have been indirectly 
preserved in other sources.? These may also be considered frag- 
ments of Philo. In fact in the case of the Quaestiones, on account of 


? Useful overview of the ‘Armenian Philo’ now by F. Siegert in Zeitschrift für 
Kirchengeschichte 100 (1989) 353—369. 

4 That QG as preserved actually consists of 6 books, but that these are not 
entirely complete has been shown by J. R. Royse, "The original structure of Philo's 
Quaestiones’ SPh 4 (1976-77) 41-78. 

5 As suggested by its editor, A. Terian, ‘A Philonic Fragment on the Decad’, in 
F. E. Greenspahn, E. Hilgert, B. L. Mack (edd.), Nourished with Peace: Studies in 
Hellenistic Judaism in Memory of Samuel Sandmel, (Chico, California 1984) 173-182. 

6 Only two small sections have been preserved in a direct ms. tradition: QG 2.1— 
7 (recently published by J. Paramelle); QE 2.62-68 (discovered by Cardinal Mai). 
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the vagaries of transmission to be discussed below, the group of such 
fragments is much larger than those from the first list of writings 
mentioned above. If this list of lost works is added to the previous 
one, we obtain a result that may surprise many readers of Philo: the 
extant Greek corpus published in the critical edition of Cohn- 
Wendland amounts to just over half of what we know Philo originally 
to have written (38 out of 70—75 treatises). [79] 

The first scholar to collect and publish fragments of Philo's lost 
works was Thomas Mangey in his celebrated edition of 1742, a 
collection that is still sometimes referred to.’ The second important 
collection was by J. R. Harris, who brought together most of the 
fragments published by previous scholars and added some new ones 
of his own discovery.? Since then various other fragments have been 
published in a large number of different publications, many of 
which are hard to obtain.? The fragments of the Quaestiones only 
have been brought together by Marcus and Petit.!? But no complete 
corpus of fragments has as yet been assembled. The collection 
prepared by Ludwig Früchtel was left unfinished at the time of his 
death in 1963. What is required is a definitive collection of frag- 
ments, based on thorough research of the manuscript tradition, 
which could take its rightful place as volume VIII of the edition of 
Cohn-Wendland. Only then, after nearly one hundred years, would 
there be a critical edition of all that Philo wrote which has been 
preserved in the original Greek. In 1977 James Royse announced 
that he had embarked on this project.!! As a preliminary piece of 
research necessary for the completion of this huge task he has now 
nearly fifteen years later published a monograph entitled The 
Spurious Texts of Philo of Alexandria: a Study of Textual Transmission and 
Corruption with Indexes to the Major Collections of Greek Fragments.!? In 
the remainder of this review article I wish briefly to outline and 
evaluate the important material contained in this study. 


7 T. Mangey, Philonis Judaei opera quae reperiri potuerunt omnia, 2 vols. (London 
1742) 2.625-680. 

8 J. R. Harris, Fragments of Philo Judaeus (Cambridge 1886). 

9 For an overview see R. Radice and D. T. Runia, Philo of Alexandria: an 
Annotated Bibliography (Leiden 1988) nos. 1800-1822. 

10 R. Marcus, in PLCL Supplement II (1953) 179-275; F. Petit in PAPM 33 
(1978). 

Il Art. cit. (n. 4) 65; cf. also Studia Philonica 5 (1978) 138-139. 

1? Arbeiten zur Literatur und Geschichte des Hellenistischen Judentums 22 
(Leiden 1991) (referred to in the rest of this article as Royse ST). 
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A text may be regarded as a fragment of Philo if it satisfies three 
conditions: (a) it is attributed to him in the source where it is 
located (otherwise we would not know it was Philonic); (b) the text 
cannot be found in Philo’s extant Greek works; (c) the text cannot 
be shown to be indubitably non-Philonic.!? For condition (a) it has 
been necessary to scour the sources where such material is located, 
the Catenae, the Florilegia, and—more uncommonly—late ancient 
Christian authors. Most of this work [81] has been done, although, 
until there are definitive editions of all these sources, it is possible 
that more texts will emerge. Condition (b) has involved a lot of 
labour in the past. It can now be done very efficiently through the 
use of lexica and computer analysis.!* Condition (c) has given rise to 
the subject of Royse’s monograph. A considerable number of texts 
which are attributed to Philo in the ancient sources and have found 
their way into modern collections can be shown with certainty not to 
be Philonic. These ‘spurious texts’ have to be removed before the 
definitive corpus of Philonic fragments can be established. 

Royse’s research proceeds in two main steps. First he examines 
the two chief sources in which the fragments are located. These 
need be dealt with separately, since they involve differing sets of 
problems. The exegetical Catenae are collections of excerpts from 
authors in the Judaeo-Christian tradition (including Philo and 
Josephus) which comment on the biblical text.!? The excerpts very 
often are preceded by a lemma which indicates the author. Obvious- 
ly the attribution may or may not be correct, depending on the 
vicissitudes of transmission. Royse demonstrates that in the Catenae 
on the Octateuch only excerpts from QG, QE and Mos. 1 are repre- 
sented. This allows a certain amount of discrimination, for if the 
Catenae attribute a text to Philo on a passage in Genesis or Exodus 
which is covered by the extant Armenian version but the fragment is 


13 Two further possibilities remain: (1) that unattributed fragments could be 
found, e.g. in papyri, where the language or thought resembles Philo so closely 
that it may be conjectured to be his (the risk involved is illustrated by the 
controversy aroused by the ‘Stahlschmidt papyrus’ discussed by Royse ST 139- 
140); (2) that an anonymous text is discovered to be a Philonic text because it 
coincides with preserved translations (this occurs on a few occasions, cf. Royse ST 
15, n. 7). 

14 Finding the location of unidentified fragments in the Quaestiones, however, 
can still involve much labour. Many identifications have been made by Harris, 
Früchtel, Petit and Royse himself. 

15 Royse ST 14-25. 
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cannot be located there, it will in all likelihood be spurious.!® Royse 
notes some 18 non-Philonic glosses found in Harris, Wendland and 
Marcus, which can be removed through this reasoning. It is perhaps 
worth emphasizing more than Royse does, however, that the validity 
of the procedure is dependent on the reliability of the Armenian 
text, which will have undergone vicissitudes of its own.!? 

A more fertile supply of spuria is furnished by the other main 
source, the Florilegia. Royse gently and lucidly introduces the reader 
to the extremely complex subject of these late ancient and byzantine 
anthologies [82] of excerpts from Judaeo-Christian and pagan 
authors.!8 The chief sources are the Sacra Parallela of Johannes 
Damascenus and the florilegia of Maximus the Confessor, Antonius 
Melissa and two others. Since these works do not exist in modern 
editions, Royse has been forced to examine the mss. themselves. 
Philo is cited very often in these works: in the Sacra Parallela, for 
example, he is the third most frequently cited author, behind 
Gregory of Nazianzus and Basil. Most spurious fragments occur once 
again because of misattribution in the lemmata indicating the 
author’s name. This takes place most commonly when a Philonic ex- 
cerpt is followed by one from a different source. If the lemma 
naming the second author becomes misplaced, then both fragments 
become attributed to Philo, the second erroneously. Needless to say 
there are many other sources of error, discussed in loving detail by 
Royse. One methodological dispute with Petit on the Quaestiones is 
of particular interest. Royse notes that when the Florilegia give a 
definite location for the excerpt, errors are comparatively rare. In 
fact none of the fragments explicitly assigned to the Quaestiones can 
be shown to be spurious. This raises the question of what to do with 
the approximately 50 fragments recorded in one or more mss. as 
deriving from QG and OE, but no longer traceable in the Armenian 
or Latin translations. Petit is sceptical about the provenance of such 
fragments, but Royse argues that the text of these works used by the 


16 The situation is more difficult when the text is not found in those chapters 
dealt with in the Quaestiones, since we do not have these complete, and we cannot 
in all cases be sure what they originally covered. 

17 Cf. Royse ST 16-18. No critical edition has been prepared of the Armenian 
text of the Quaestiones. The unreliability of the Armenian text has been claimed, 
not in entirely convincing fashion, by E. Lucchesi, L'usage de Philon dans l'euvre 
exégétique de Saint Ambroise: une 'Quellenforschung' relative aux Commentaires d’Ambroise 
sur la Genese, ALGHJ 9 (Leiden 1977) 104-105, 121. 

18 Royse ST 26-58. 
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first excerptors may well have been more extensive than that used by 
the translators.!? Many fragments are also transmitted under the 
name Philo without further reference (as in the Catenae). Most of 
these can be identified with extant texts, whether in Greek, Arme- 
nian or Latin. Royse argues persuasively against Harris that those 
texts that remain unidentified, although they should be regarded 
with due scepticism, should not be ignored altogether, since there is 
always a chance that they can still be identified or may derive from a 
Philonic work now lost.?? 

The second main part of Royse's study consists of a collection of 
61 'spurious fragments', i.e. texts that we know have been erro- 
neously attributed to Philo because they can be assigned with cer- 
tainty to another author. Royse incorporates the findings of previous 
scholars (esp. Harris and Früchtel), but has also engaged in exciting 
detective work of his own. In recent years he has been able to make 
use of the TLG data bank of Greek electronic texts, which helped 
him to identify 9 texts. The texts are presented in four categories— 
hellenica, biblica, judaica, patristica-[83]byzantina—and within each 
in chronological order. Lovers of textual curiosities will be fasci- 
nated and delighted by Royse's discussions of these spuria. Particu- 
larly deserving of attention are Fr. sp. 7 (ps.Aristotle), Fr. sp. 18 
(attributed to Philo's wife!), Fr. sp. 25 (a fragment of ps.Philo De 
Sampsone, revealing how ancient the pseudonymous attribution is), 
Fr. sp. 50-56 (Agapetus' Capita admonitoria, a popular 6th century 
work on political theory?!). 

The main body of the monograph has been discussed, but Royse's 
largesse is not yet exhausted. In a brief chapter, included ‘for the 
sake of completeness' as he tells us, he discusses those entire works 
that have been spuriously attributed to Philo, both in ancient and 
modern times.?? Once again many interesting details are furnished, 
although not in all cases will our curiosity be satisfied. For example, 
Royse mentions the cento De mundo which was actually the first work 
to be printed under Philo's name. It would be interesting to know 
more about the historical background and likely provenance of this 
work. His confidence that the place of the De aeternitate mundi in the 
Philonic corpus is secure at present is perhaps unjustified. In Sand- 


19 Royse ST 34-36, arguing against Petit PAPM 33.28. 

20 Royse ST 37-41. 

21 Royse's most remarkable discovery; see the extended discussion at 46-58. 
22 Royse ST 134-147. 
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mel's widely read introductory work on Philo its authenticity is 
regarded as dubious,? and recently R. Skarsten defended a thesis in 
Bergen which claims to prove its inauthenticity by means of ad- 
vanced techniques of computer analysis.?* 

Finally Royse includes a lengthy appendix in which he lists all the 
Philonic fragments that have been included in the eleven major 
collections from Mangey to Petit, and also the Philonic excerpts in 
the four main Florilegia.? He hopes that these will offer some 
guidance through the labyrinth of the various collections. Certainly 
scholars who have occasion to refer to or use these fragments will be 
advised to consult these lists. In one respect they fall short of com- 
pleteness. The indices only work in one direction, from source to 
original or unidentified Philonic text, not in the reverse direction. If 
the reader wishes to know all the texts from, say, Legum allegoriae, 
that are located in the florilegia or the fragment collections, he or 
she must work through the whole appendix. Such a reverse index 
could be conveniently supplied in the Instrumenta section of this 
Annual. [84] 


What should be our evaluation of this highly specialized and compli- 
cated monograph? In a sense the final result of the entire exercise is 
slight, a corpus of 61 texts that do not belong to Philo. It would be 
easy to see its value above all in negative terms, as a definitive attempt 
to purge Philonic studies of a number of Fremdkórper. The actual 
collection of spurious fragments can only serve a negative purpose. 
The study, however, also proclaims a salutary warning: beware when 
using fragments attributed to Philo, do not accept their attribution 
at face value. Royse shows how a number of scholars have been 
caught off-guard. The most conspicuous offender here is un- 
doubtedly E. R. Goodenough. In his study of Philo's politics he cites 
a fragment from Antonius Melissa which he claims best expresses 
Philo's attitude to kingship, and this fragment is similarly referred to 
in several subsequent studies by other scholars.?9 But it emerges that 


23 S. Sandmel, Philo of Alexandria: an Introduction (New York-Oxford 1979) 76. 

24 According to my informants the Norwegian version of the thesis was de- 
fended in 1990, and is currently being translated into English. 

25 See list at 149-150 (where the date for Petit should be 1978); occasional refe- 
rence is made to 10 other smaller collections. The appendix occupies ST 152-223. 

26 Royse ST 122 n.112, alluding to The Politics of Philo Judaeus: Practice and Theory 
(New Haven 1938) 99; further usage not mentioned by Royse by G. F. Chesnut at 
ANRW 2.16.2 (Berlin 1978), F. Trisoglio at ANRW 2.21.1 (Berlin 1984) 617 etc. Fr. 
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the text comes from the 6th century author Agapetus. In his quiet 
way Royse points out further disquieting deficiencies in standard 
works of Philonic scholarship. Cohn-Wendland’s sources ‘are far 
from the best’; Goodhart-Goodenough ‘supply some useful informa- 
tion, which must, however, be used with caution’; Marcus’ collection 
of the Greek fragments was ‘apparently compiled in some haste’ 
and ‘should be viewed with considerable caution’; even Petit, who 
‘improves greatly on her predecessors’, leaves out fragments or 
includes some which have since then been identified.?’ 

But this monograph, although only a preliminary study, also has a 
more positive aspect. It shows in the clearest fashion how the survival 
of the Philonic corpus is intimately tied to its reception by Christians 
in the late ancient and byzantine era. Aside from the more general 
introductions to the problematics of the catenae and the florilegia, 
Royse’s study gives numerous fascinating apergus into the details of 
this history. A warning is in order here. This history ¿s complex, 
involving forays into areas far from the mainstream of classical, 
judaic and even patristic scholarship. From time to time Royse 
attempts to soften the impact of this esoteric material (e.g. in his 
presentation of the Florilegia), but the reader will find much of the 
detail hard going. What is missed most of all is a status quaestionis on 
the scholarly research done on Philo’s frag[85]ments in general, or 
on the Catenae and Florilegia in particular. This exercise would 
certainly have exceeded the bounds of what Royse has set himself to 
do, but also means that considerable knowledge is assumed on the 
part of the reader. 

There is in my view remarkably little to criticize in the volume 
under review. The author has presented his material as camera- 
ready copy with great care. Typographical purists will not like the 
fact that the footnotes are in the same size font as the main text, but 
it does make all the details contained in them easier to read. Also 
the Greek font used is aesthetically deficient. On the other hand, 
Royse’s attention to accuracy of detail is quite astounding: the book 
is almost totally devoid of misprints and incorrect numerical and 
cross-references. Certain indications reveal that it has been some 


sp. 30, which is obviously Christian, and was recognized as such by many scholars 
until its Origenian origin was identified by Wendland, is cited as Philonic by 
Goodenough in op. cit. 72 (cf. Royse ST 97 n. 72). 

27 Cohn-Wendland, cf. Royse ST 17; Goodhart-Goodenough, 14, 26; Marcus, 
218; Petit, 149, 221. 
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time in preparation, and is not wholly up to date in its use of 
standard reference works. For example, Winston’s study on the 
Wisdom of Solomon (1979) is described as recent (the reference on 
p.134 is inaccurate and should be p. 68 n. 86). Royse does not refer 
to Gigon’s new edition of Aristotle’s fragments (1987), nor to the 
revision of Radice’s Philo bibliography (Radice-Runia, 1988). From 
the methodological point of view a query might also be raised about 
the method of identifying spurious fragments. Royse only includes 
those which can definitely be attributed to other authors. In my study 
of the relation between God and man in Philo, published some years 
ago,?3 I rejected the evidence of Fr. sp. 51 (the ‘Goodenough frag- 
ment’) because I noted the phrases eixovi Oeixfj and Kove xoti 
were non-Philonic. Little did I know that the text actually belongs to 
the 6th century, as Royse has shown. He himself points out that the 
word xotkóç first occurs in Paul's 1 Cor. 15:47-49, and is only found 
in Christian texts.29 In Fr. sp. 61 the word oravıokıg is non-Philonic 
(the text is from Theophylactus, the 11th century archbishop of 
Ohrid). One wonders whether lexical and linguistic techniques 
might be used to show that other fragments attributed to Philo can- 
not be drawn from his lost writings. Naturally there will be a margin 
for error here, whereas the spurious fragments contained in this 
volume are all cut and dried cases. 

A]] Philonists interested in the history and extent of the Philonic 
corpus will be deeply grateful for the research that Royse has 
distilled into this study. But he will not be offended if we say that it 
should above all be regarded as an appetizer. The main course has yet 
to be served, the complete collection of the fragments of Philo, now 
divested of the spurious elements hitherto included among them. It 
would be marvellous if [86] this could appear in 1996, to mark the 
centenary of the first volume of Cohn and Wendland's great critical 
edition of the Greek Philo. And it is fervently to be hoped that this 
edition of Philo's Fragments will be an incentive to further work on 
an even greater project, a detailed investigation of the fate of the 
Philonic corpus from Alexandria to the present day. The Augean 
stables of the Philonic fragments are not quite as cluttered as they 
were hitherto. But much of the Herculean task remains to be done. 


28 D. T. Runia, ‘God and man in Philo of Alexandria’, Journal of Theological 
Studies 39 (1988) 48—75. 
?9 Royse ST 55 and n.136. 
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REFERENCES TO PHILO 
FROM JOSEPHUS UP TO 1000 AD 


From the very first edition of Philo’s complete works it has been 
customary to include a list of ancient witnesses to Philo that can be 
gathered from the remains of ancient and early medieval literature. 
The editions of Mangey and Cohn-Wendland both give quite 
lengthy lists of passages in which reference was made to Philo.! The 
first of these witnesses is the Jewish author Josephus. The remainder 
are all Christian sources, for, as we all know, it was in the Christian 
tradition that Philo was preserved and transmitted. Various additio- 
nal references are also given in the monographs of Siegfried and 
Conybeare, and there is a rather undigested complilation of relevant 
material in the bibliography of Goodhart and Goodenough.? So far, 
however, there has never been an attempt to compile a complete list 
of references to Philo in the ancient and medieval sources. In my 
recent monograph on Philo in Early Christian Literature 1 decided to 
include such a list in an Appendix.’ This list contained a number of 
omissions and errors. So it seemed worthwhile to publish a second, 
corrected version of the list as an instrument of research for readers 
of this Annual. 

This list contains all those passages in which Philo is referred to 
by name. In addition references are also given to texts in which 
Philo is referred to in anonymous terms, in phrases such as ‘some 
say’ or ‘one of my predecessors said’ (these occur rather frequently 
in Patristic exegesis). Inclusion of these anonymous references is 
necessary somewhat arbitrary and incomplete. Such references are 
marked by a dagger (7). Full details on the texts where the reference 


l References below on p. 112. 

2 C. Siegfried, Philo uon Alexandria als Ausleger des alten Testaments (Jena 1875); 
F. C. Conybeare, Philo about the Contemplative Life (Oxford 1895, repr. New York 
1987); H. L. Goodhart and E. R. Goodenough, ‘A General Bibliography of Philo 
Judaeus’, in E. R. Goodenough, The Politics of Philo Judaeus: Practice and Theory 
(New Haven 1938, repr. Hildesheim 1967). 

3 Philo in Early Christian Literature: a Survey, CRINT III 3 (Assen-Minneapolis 
1993) 348-356. 
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is found are not given, but these [112] can be easily found through 
consultation of various reference works.‘ I have tried in each case to 
use the most recent edition available. A very brief summary of the 
contents of the reference is given (it would take up too much space 
to include the texts entire). The authors included in the list are 
presented in approximate chronological order. Some attempt has 
been made to include references to Philo outside the Latin and 
Greek tradition, notably in works preserved in Syriac and Arme- 
nian.? Cut-off point is the date 1000 Ap. This date is of course quite 
arbitrary, and there are a considerable number of subsequent 
references to Philo in Byzantine and Medieval Latin literature. But 
we have to stop somewhere, and the competence of the compiler is 
already being stretched to the limit. 

Finally I indicate in square brackets behind each reference if it 
has been included in earlier lists of testimonia. The lists of Mangey 
and Cohn are still useful because they print the texts involved 
(though often in outdated versions). The key used to indicate 
earlier lists is as follows: 

T =A. TURNEBUS, Philonis ludaei in libros Mosis, de mundi opificio, 

historicos, de legibus; eiusdem libri singulares (Paris 1552): IIepi 
TOD PiAwvog (pages unnumbered) 

V = Vulgate edition (TURNEBUS-HOESCHELIUS-GELENIUS), 
Philonis loudaei omnia quae extant opera, published in various 
forms in 1613, 1640, 1691, 1729: Illustrium et praecellentium 
scriptorum de Philone testimonia (pages unnumbered). 

M = T. MANGEY, Philonis Judaei opera quae reperiri potuerunt omnia, 
2 vols. (London 1742): Veterum testimonia de Philone 
Judaeo (xxi-xxix). 

C =L. CONN and P. WENDLAND, Philonis Alexandrini opera quae 
supersunt, 6 vols. (Berlin 1896-1915): Testimonia de Philone 
eiusque scriptis (1.Ixxxxv-cxiii, compiled by Cohn). 

Since the sources that refer to Philo are widely scattered throughout 


4 Esp. the TLG Canon (edd. L. Berkowitz and K. A. Squitier), and for Patristic 
sources the Clavis Patrum Graecorum (ed. M. Geerard) and the Clavis Patrum 
Latinorum (ed. E. Dekkers); see further also in general the study cited in the 
previous note. 

5 The reception of Philo in these traditions has not yet been thoroughly 
investigated. I have included all the references to Philo in the Syriac tradition 
which I know, relying here on the assistance of my colleague L. van Rompay. The 
references to the Armenian tradition are given exempli gratia. In both cases the cut- 
off point of 1000 AD does not make very good sense. 
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diverse linguistic and literary traditions, the present list no doubt 
contains omissions and in due course will have to be supplemented 
by new discoveries. For the present time, however, it is as complete 
as I can make it, except in the case of the Armenian tradition. [113] 


LIST OF REFERENCES 


JosEPHus (37- c. 100) 
Antiquitates Iudaeorum 18.8.257-260, 4.186 Niese: Philo, leader of 
the Embassy of Alexandrian Jews to the Emperor Gaius [VMC] 


CLEMENT OF ALEXANDRIA (c. 150- c. 215) 

Stromateis 1.31.1, 20.5 Stählin: etymologies of Hagar and Sarah 
[MC] 

Str. 1.72.4, 46.17: Philo the Pythagorean gives many proofs that 
Jewish philosophy is more ancient than Greek philosophy 
[MC] 

Str. 1.141.3, 87.25: on the kings of Judah (mistaken reference®) 
[C] 

Str. 1.152.2, 95.16: on the education of Moses as reported in the 
De vita Moysis [MC] 

Str. 2.100.3, 168.2: on great natures hitting on the truth [C] 


CANON MURATORIANUS (c. 160-200) 
fol. 2a.7-9, = lines 69-71: Wisdom of Solomon written by Philo (if 
Tregelles’ emendation is accepted) 


ORIGEN (c. 185-254) 

Contra Celsum 4.51, 314.30 Borret SC’: Origen’s opponent Celsus 
must be referring to the allegories of Philo and Aristobulus 
[MC] 

C. Celsum 5.55, 152.18: allegorical exegesis of daughters of men 
(Gen. 6:2) in terms of souls desirous of bodies} 

C. Celsum 6.21, 232.17: Philo composed a book about Jacob’s 
ladder (i.e. Somn.) [MC] 

C. Celsum 7.20, 60.5: the Law as two-fold, literal and figurativet 

Selecta in Genesim 27, PG 12.97C: the six days in creation account 
for the sake of order (cf. Opif. 13, 26-28) f 


© On this mistaken reference see further above p. 28. 
7 Line number on page, not of chapter. 
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Sel. in Genesim 44, PG 12.129D: on Pharaoh the gadAoc who, 
attached to genesis, celebrates his birthday (cf. Ebr. 208)1 
(perhaps paraphrase of Comm. in Matt. 10.22) 

Homiliae in Exodum 2.2, 74.3ff. Borret SC: on the Jewish midwives, 
exegesis Ex. 1:17 (cf. Her. 128)1 

Hom. in Leviticum 8.6, 34.9ff. Borret SC: on the colour of the 
leper, exegesis Lev. 13:14—15 (cf. Deus 125) f 

Hom. in Numeros 9.5, 61.8 Baehrens: ethical interpretation of the 
alive and the dead, exegesis Num. 17:13 (cf. Her. 201)1 

Hom. in Josua 16.1, 358.1 Jaubert SC: presbyters in scripture 
determined not by length of years (cf. Sobr. 17) [114] 

Hom. in Jeremiam 14.5, 74.26 Nautin SC: the wise man complains 
to Sophia, exegesis Jer. 15:10 (cf. Conf. 49)1 

Commentarii in Matt. 10.22, 10.30.5 Klostermann-Benz: on 
Pharaoh the gavAog who, attached to genesis, celebrates his 
birthday (cf. Ebr. 208)1 

Comm. in Matt. 15.3, 10.354.30 : according to Philo it is better to 
be a eunuch than to rage after sexual intercourse (citation of 
Det. 176) [MC] 

Comm. in Matt. 17.17, 10.635.16: on the principles of 
anthropomorphic language concerning Godt [MC] 

Comm. in Matt. frag. ad 25:31-34, 11.163.16: on the exegesis of 
Gen. 1:2 (cf. Opif. 32ff.) T 

Comm. in Joh. 6.42.2177, 151.16 Preuschen: on the descent of souls 
into bodies, exegesis Gen. 6:27 


PSEUDO-JUSTIN Cohortatio ad Graecos (between 220 and 300) 
89.2, 34.21 Marcovich: the ‘most wise historians' Philo and 
Josephus on Moses as ancient ruler of the Jews [MC] 
810.1, 36.8: Philo and Josephus on the life of Moses [MC] 
813.4, 41.29: translation of the LXX is no myth, the author has 
seen the translators' cells himself and is corroborated by Philo 
and Josephus [MC] 


ANATOLIUS of Alexandria, bishop of Laodicaea (died c. 280) 
cited at Eusebius HE 7.32.16: evidence of Philo on the date of 
Easter [C] 
PETER, bishop of Alexandria (sedit 300-311) and his opponent, the 
Montanist TRICENTIUS 
cited at Chronicon Paschale PG 92.73B-C, 76B: appeal to ancient 
Hebrew sages on the Paschal questionf 
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EUSEBIUS of Caesarea (c. 260-339) 8 

Chronicon ad Ol. 203, 213 Karst: Philo of Alexandria, a learned 
man, was prominent 

Chr. ad Ol. 203, 213 Karst, 176.15-18 Helm: Sejanus attempts to 
destroy the Jewish people, as recorded in Philo’s Legat. 

Chr. ad Ol. 204, 214 Karst, 177.18 - 178.3 Helm: Flaccus descrates 
the Jewish synagagues at Alexandria, impelling Philo to 
undertake the embassy [MC] 

Chr. ad Ol. 204, 214 Karst 178.17-20 Helm: statues of Gaius 
placed in synagagues, as Philo and Josephus report 

Historia Ecclesiastica preface to book 2, 100.20 Schwartz: this book 
put together from writings of Clement, Tertullian, Josephus, 
Philo [115] 

HE 2.4.2-6.4 : Philo introduced and then used as a source for 
events during the reign of Caligula [TVMC] 

HE 2.16.2-18.8: Philo as a source for the first Christians in Egypt, 
as witness in his De vita contemplativa; inventory of Philo’s 
writings [TVMC] 

HE 6.13.7: Clement refers to Philo in his Stromateis 

HE 7.32.16: extract from Canons of Anatolius on the date of 
Easter, referring to the evidence of Philo and other Jewish 
authors (see also above under Anatolius) [C] 

Praeparatio Evangelica 1.9.20 Mras: Eusebius indicates that he 
means Philo of Byblus, not ‘the Hebrew’ 

PE 7.12.14—13.7: texts from Philo quoted to prove biblical basis 
for the ‘theology of the second cause’ [M] 

PE 7.17.4-18.3: again Philonic text used to interpret biblical 
doctrine, this time on the nature of man 

PE 7.20.9-21.5: Philo quoted on the subject that matter is not 
uncreated (àyévntoc) 

PE 8.5.11-7.21: quotes from Philo’s Hypothetica on the flight from 
Egypt and the Mosaic constitution [M] 

PE 8.10.19-12.20: quote from same work and Prob. on the Jewish 
ascetic way of life exemplified by the Essenes [M] 

PE 8.12.21-14.72: extracts from Opif on creation and Prov. 2 on 
providence to illustrate Jewish theology [M] 


8 I have not included the references to Philo in the summaries preceding the 
books of HE and PE, except the significant remark at the end of the summary of 
HE book 2. 
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PE 11.14.10-15.7: repetition of Philonic material on the second 
cause [M] 

PE 11.23.12-24.12: quotes from Obpif. on the Mosaic (and Plato- 
nic) theory of ideas 

PE 13.18.12-16: quotes from Spec. 1 on the Mosaic injunction not 
to worship the heavenly bodies 

Demonstratio evangelica 8.2.123, 390.5 Heikel: Philo’s evidence on 
Pilate and the episode of the Golden shields (Legat. 299) [M] 


EUSEBIUS of Emesa (c. 300-359) 
Frag. in Catena in Genesim ad Gen. 2:6, no. 194 Petit: citation of 
fragment from QG 1.3 on how ‘spring’ can be understood 
collectively 


DIDYMUS THE BLIND (313-398) 

Commentarii in Genesin 118.24, 119.2, 19 Nautin SC: exegesis Gen. 
4:1-2, allegorization of Cain and Abel 

Comm. in Gen. 139.12: exegesis Gen. 4:18, Philo is invoked as 
useful source of information for etymologies (cf. Post. 66-75) 

Comm. in Gen. 147.17: exegesis Gen. 5:3-5, Philo again useful 
source if one wants a [rootikóc Àóyoç for names and numbers 

Comm. in Gen. 235.28, 236.8: exegesis Gen. 16, Philo gives a 
different allegorical interpretation than Paul for Sarah and 
Hagar [116] 

Commentani in Ecclesiasten 276.19-22 Gronewald: exegesis of Eccl. 
9:9a recalls Philo’s interpretation of Hagar in Gen. 16 

Comm. in Eccl. 300.15 Gronewald: exegesis Eccl. 10:7-8, citing 
Philo’s life of Moses on philosophers as kings (cf. Mos. 2.2) 

Comm. in Eccl. 356.10-14 Binder-Liesenborghs: exeg. Eccl. 12:5 
on the special nature of the almond tree (cf. Mos. 2.186) f 

Commentarii in Zacchariam 320.6-9 Doutreleau: sword in Zach. 
11:17 recalls oracle to Abraham in Gen. 12:1, which is given an 
allegorical interpretation? 


EPIPHANIUS (c. 315—403) 
Panarion (Adv. Haer.) 1.29.5.1-3 Holl: One may learn more about 
the Iessaioi from the historical writings of Philo, who visited 
the early Christians at Lake Mareotis [MC] 


BASIL OF CAESAREA (c. 330-379) 
Ep. 3.190, 74.23 Deferrari LCL: Philo interprets manna as if 
drawing on a Jewish tradition [MC] 
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GREGORY OF NyssA (c. 338- c. 395) 

Contra Eunomium cap. 9.1, 1.16.20 Jaeger’: Eunomius' doctrine of 
God draws on Philo 

C. Eun. 3.5.24, 2.168.17: Eunomius glues together a rag-bag of 
statements, for which Philo supplies some material 

C. Eun. 3.7.8-9, 2.217.19-218.3: further explanation of Eunomius' 
theft from Philo 

De vita Mosis 2.113, 67.22 Musurillo: a literal justification of the 
spoliatio Egyptiorum is rejected} 

Vita Mos. 2.191, 98.15: some predecessors have regarded the blue 
of the high priest’s tunic as symbolizing the airt 

De infantibus praemature abreptis 77.23-78.23 Horner: man created 
so that the earth would not be bereft of intelligence? 


CALCIDIUS (floruit 350 (?)) 
Commentarius Timaei 278, 282.8 Waszink: Philo interprets the hea- 
ven and earth in Gen. 1:1 in terms of ideas and compares them 
with the creation of archetypal man before corporeal man 


Ps. CHRYSOSTOM (homily dated 387) 
In sanctum Pascha sermo 7.2, PG 59.748: the Hebrew sages Philo 
and Josephus assure us that Easter must take place after the 
spring equinox [MC] [117] 


AMBROSE (339-397) 10 

De Paradiso 2.11, 271.8-272.2 Schenkl: exegesis of Adam and Eve 
in terms of vodg and aic@noict 

Par. 4.25, 281.19-282.5: exegesis Gen. 2:15, man’s double task in 
Paradise; Philo as a Jew only gives a moral interpretation [MC] 

De Cain et Abel 8.32, 367.2 Schenkl: the Word is not God’s 
product (opus) (cf. Philo), but is himself producing (operans) T 

De Noe 13.43-44, 441.8-21 Schenkl: exegesis Gen. 7:4, rain for 
forty days and nights refers allegorically to man and womant 

Noe 14.47, 445.9-16: exegesis Gen. 7:15, the double divine namef 

Noe 15.52, 449.26: our predecessors on the 15 cubits of Gen. 
7:201 

Noe 177.63, 459.1-6: exegesis Gen. 8:15, water as the force of the 
passions} 


9 The summary was probably added by a later hand, as noted by Jaeger in his 
edition. 
10 The list of anonymous references in Ambrose is necessarily incomplete. 


REFERENCES TO PHILO UP TO 1000 AD 235 


Noe 26.99, 482.17: on the exegesis of the repetition of ‘God’ in 
Gen. 9:67 

De Abrahamo 2.11.83, 634.14 Schenkl: a question raised by the 
seemingly excessive death sentence in Gen. 17:141 

De fuga saeculi 4.20, 180.12 Schenkl: the etymology of Bethuelf 


RuriNus (c. 345- c. 410) 
Historia Ecclesiastica 2.4—6, 2.16-18 Mommsen: Latin translation 
of Eusebius' work (see above) 


JEROME (347-420) 

Adversus Iovinianum 2.14, PL 23.3174: Philo has written a book 
on the Essenes 

Chronicle, translation of Eusebius: see above under Eusebius 

Commentarius in Amos 2.9 CCL 76.238.314: etymology of Esau as 
meaning ‘oak’ 

Comm. in Amos 3.6, CCL 76.304.182: on the seven ages of life (cf. 
Opif. 103ff.) 

Commentarius in Danielem 1.1.4a, CCL 75A.779.60: Philo thinks 
the language of Hebrews was Chaldean [MC] 

Commentarius in Hiezechielem 4.10b, CCL 75.171.1160: Philo on the 
hyacinth of the high-priestly robes (cf. also 8.7, 75.362.850) 

De viris illustribus 11, 96.5 Ceresa-Gastaldo: brief biographical 
notice, together with list of writings (Philo also briefly 
mentioned in 88.4 on the apostle Mark, 813.2 on Apion) 
[VMC] 

Dialogus adversus Pelagianos 3.6.62, CCL 80.106.62: on the seven 
ages of life 

Epistulae 22.35.8, CSEL 54.1.200.7: Philo reports on sober meals 
of the Essenes at Pentecost [M] [118] 

Ep. 29.7.1, CSEL 54.1.241.17: Philo as interpreter of the high 
priestly vestments [M] 

Ep. 70.3.3, CSEL 54.1.704.12: Philo, whom critics call the Jewish 
Plato, cited in discussion of sound usage of pagan learning [M] 

Liber interpretationis Hebraicorum nominum, praefatio, CCL 72.1.59.1- 
60.3 Philo according to Origen author of a book of Hebrew 
etymologies (incompletely cited in C-W) [MC] 

Prefatio in librum Iob PL 28.1141A: Philo as one of the witnesses to 
fact that Hebrews composed poetry (cf. Contempl. 80) [MC] 
Praefatio in libros Salomonis, PL 28.1308A: some consider Philo to 

be the author of the Wisdom of Solomon [M] 
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Hebraicae Quaestiones in Genesim 17:15, CCL 72.21: Sarah’s name- 
change by doubling the R is erroneousf!! 


THEODORE OF MOPSUESTIA (c. 350-428) 
Treatise against the Allegorists, CSCO.SS 190, p. 14.27-16.5 Van 
Rompay: Origen goes astray in learning the allegorical 
method from the Jew Philo 


AUGUSTINE (354-430) 
Contra Faustum 12.39, CSEL 25.366, PL 42.274: Philo goes astray 
in his allegorical exegesis of Noah's ark because he does not 
take Christ into account [MC] 


ISIDORE OF PELUSIUM (c. 370- c. 435) 

Epistulae 2.143, PG 78.585-589: unlike other Jews Philo was 
moved by the Truth to gain some idea of the orthodox 
doctrine of God as one substance and three hypostases [MC] 

Ep. 2.270, PG 78.700C: Philo one of the sages who use unnote in 
the sense of tows or 60’ öte [MC] 

Ep. 3.19, PG 78.746A-B: the Jewish affirmation that the lawgiver 
only spoke literally is refuted by Philo who converts nearly the 
entire Old Testament into allegory [C] 

Ep. 3.81, PG 78.788C-D: quotation from Philo proves that there 
are beneficent passions [MC] 


OROSIUS (c. 378- after 418) 
Historiae adversus paganos 7.5.6-7, 445.12 Zangemeister: Philo’s 
embassy before Caligula fails 


MARUTA OF MAIPHERKAT (flor. c. 410) 
Canons III, CSCO.SS 192 p. 9 Vóóbus: order of monks had 
different name in Old Covenant, as testified in Letters 
prepared by Philo for James, brother of the Lord [119] 


PSEUDO-PROCHORUS (flor. 400-450) 
Acta Johannis 110.6-112.11 Zahn: Philo has an altercation with 
the Apostle John, but is converted after John heals his wife 
from leprosy 


JULIAN OF ECLANUM (386- c. 454) 
at Augustine Contra secundam Juliani responsionem opus imperfectum 
4.123, PL 45.1420: unless one should think that the Hebrews 


Il Other anonymous criticisms of Philonic etymologies at Siegfried op. cit. (n. 
2) 396. 
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Sirach or Philo, who are thought to be authors of the Wisdom 
of Solomon, are Manichees 


* "THEODORET OF CYRRHUS (c. 393- c. 466) 
Quaestiones in Exodum 24 PG 80.251A: Philo interprets Pascha as 
crossings (Ö1aßarnpıa) [MC] 


SALAMINIUS HERMIAS SOZOMEN (c. 400- c. 460) 
Ecclesiastical History 1.12.9-11, 26.4, 18 Bidez-Hansen: Philo 
describes the beginnings of the monastic movement [MC] 
Eccl. Hist. 7.18.7, 328.11 Bidez-Hansen: Anatolius on Philo on the 
Easter question (taken over from Eusebius HE 7.32.16, see 
above) 


CATENA IN GENESIM, CATENA IN EXODUM (end 5th century) 
Numerous exegetical extracts from Philo under the headings 
BiAwvog ErioKönov, Pidwvos ‘EBpaiov, BiAwvoc.!? 


PROCOPIUS OF GAZA (c. 465- c. 529) 
Extensive, always anonymously presented exegetical extracts from 
QG and QE in Commentary on the Octateuch, PG 87+ 


CASSIODORUS (487- c. 580) 
Institutiones divinarum litterarum PL 70.1117B: Jerome right in 
attributing the Wisdom of Solomon to Philo [M] 


JOHANNES Lvpvus (490- c. 565) 
De mensibus 4.47 103.14—104.1 Wuensch: Philo in his Life of Moses 
writes of his Chaldean origin and the fact that his books were 
written in Hebrew 


ANONYMOUS ARMENIAN TRANSLATOR OF PHILO’S WRITINGS (c. 550) 
Praefatio in libris Philonis De providentia, p. vii-xi Aucher: lengthy 
notice on Philo's life and description of translated works [C] 


ISIDORE or SEVILLE (c. 570- 636) 
Etymologiae 6.2.30: Philo and the Wisdom of Solomon [120] 


BARHADBSABBA *ARBAYA, bishop of Halwan (c. 600) 
Cause of the Foundation of the Schools, 375.6-376.4 Scher: Philo the 
Jew was Director of the School of biblical exegesis in 
Alexandrial? 


12 In the apparatus to Mos. C-W also cite extracts from the Catena in Numeros 
and the Catena in Psalmos. 
13 This rather inaccessible text is printed at Runia op. cit. (n. 3) 269-270. 
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ANASTASIUS SINAITA (c. 610- c. 700) 
Duae Viae 13.10.1-96, CCG 8.251 Uthemann: cites Ammonius of 
Alexandria who cites a dialogue between Philo and Mnason, in 
which Philo attacks the divinity of Christ [C] 


CHRONICON PASCHALE (c. 650) 
PG 92.69A: quotes Mos. 2.222-224 on the vernal equinox and the 
Passover feast [M] 


ANANIAS SHIRAKATZI (c. 650) 
Armenian Faster treatise, containing extensive reference to 
Philo’s interpretation of Ex. 12:2, p. 126-127 Strobel!4 


Ps.SoPHRONIUS (7th century) 
‘Tepwvopov ErıiotoAN mpoc Aé&tpov (= Greek translation of Jerome, 
De viris illustribus) 12, 21, 23 von Gebhardt [C] 


JOHN oF Damascus (c. 675- c. 750) 
Prol. in Sacra Parallela, PG 95.1040B, 1044B: Philo (and Josephus) 
are cited, even though they are Jews, because they can make a 
valuable contribution [MC] 


BEDA VENERABILIS (c. 673—735) 
In Mara evangelium praefatio, CCL 120.431: citation from Jerome 
on the beginnings of the church of Alexandria 


GEORGE SYNCELLUS (died after 810) 
Ecloga chronographica 399.5, 402.14, 19 Mosshammer: Philo on the 
reign of Gaius (taken from Eusebius) [M] 


ANONYMOUS Syrian commentator of the works of Gregory of 
Nazianzus (8th-9th century) 
ms. London, Brit. Libr. Add. 17,147, fol. 98a and 144a: some 
quotations are found from other writers, among them two 
quotations from ‘Philo the Hebrew’ 


ISO'DAD DE MERV (c. 850) 

Commentary on Exodus 23:19, 56.5 van den Eynde: Philo is cited on 
the injunction not to boil a lamb in its mother’s milk (cf. Virt. 
143-144) 

Commentary on Numbers 7:11, 120.28 van den Eynde: on the phases 
on the moon and the ten sacrifices (cf. Spec. 1.177-178) [121] 


14 Further references to Philo in the Armenian tradition are not recorded in 
our list. 
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FRECULPHUS, Bishop of Lisieux from c. 825 to 851 
Chronicon 2.1.11, PL 106.1126: On Philo and the fate of the Jews 
under Gaius [M] 


PHOTIUS, bishop of Constantinople (c. 820-891) 
Bibliotheca 103-105, 2.71-72 Henry: record of Philonic works 
read, with critical comments added, to which a biographical 
notice is appended [VMC] 


GEORGE THE SINNER (OR THE Monk) (c. 830- c. 890) 
Chronicon 9.4 1.324.177 de Boor: in the reign of Gaius Philo and 
Josephus, the Hebrew sages, were prominent 


ANASTASIUS INCERTUS (9th century) 
In hexaemeron 7, PG 89.961D: Philo among those Church fathers 
who allegorized paradise in terms of the Church [C] 


ARETHAS, archbishop of Caesarea (c. 850- c. 940) 
Commentary on the Apocalypse 1, PG 106.504D: on the Hebdomad 
[MC] 


ANONYMOUS COMPILER of Nestorian exegesis (10th century (?)) 
Exegesis Psalmorum 29.1 Vandenhoff: Philo as ‘spiritual philoso- 
pher’ in a long list of exegetes 


SOUDA (c. 1000) 

1.10.14 Adler: s.v. ’Aßpoau, Philo’s book on the life of the 
roAttıRög will testify to Joseph [M] 

1.18.32: on the term ayaAuatopopoduevog [M] 

1.472.8: on the term Biog (reference mistaken, actually Eusebius, 
Suppl. min. ad quaest. ad Marinum PG 22.1008) 

2.146.9: s.v. d5vvaptc, two powers enter into every soul [M] 

2.655.3: in the notice on Josephus it is mentioned that Apion 
accused Philo 

2.698.27: s.v. Beög, an extract from Isidore of Pelusium Ep. 2.143 
on Philo's doctrine of God (see above under Isidore) [M] 

2.705.29: s.v. Bepanevroi, Philo's account mentioned and name 
explained [M] 

4.737-8: s. v. ®iAwv, biographical notice. with list of writings 
[TVCM]!5 


15 Other Byzantine references printed by Mangey and Cohn and also two 
intriguing Jewish texts in Mangey are later than 1000 Ap. 
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AN INDEX TO COHN-WENDLAND'S 
APPARATUS TESTIMONIORUM 


The final volume of the great critical edition of Philo's writings pre- 
served in Greek was published by Leopold Cohn and Paul Wend- 
land in 1915, the same year in which both editors died within three 
months of each other. The task of preparing indices was taken over 
by Hans Leisegang, who in 1926-30 published the familiar two 
volumes containing an index nominum, an index locorum veteris testa- 
menti, and the remarkable index verborum.! Leisegang's handling of 
the material recorded in the second apparatus to the text poses 
some problems. In this apparatus the editors had recorded both 
sources used by Philo in his writings (or sometimes mere parallels) 
and witnesses to the Philonic text in later Patristic writings. The 
sources were collected by Leisegang and combined—in a rather 
unsatisfactory fashion—with his index nominum. The witnesses, how- 
ever, were not collected, and so remain rather inaccessible for scho- 
lars wishing to consult the edition. This is greatly to be regretted, 
for, as Hervé Savon has pointed out,? this apparatus testimoniorum is a 
highly precious instrument for all those studying the Patristic 
reception of the Philonic corpus. 

In this index I have collected all the references to later patristic 
writings found in the apparatus of Cohn-Wendland's 6 volumes. No 
attempt has been made to check the accuracy of the references or 
bring them up to date (except in the case of Clement, where the 
editors themselves were inconsistent in their method of citation). 
Readers should note that occasionally references were added by the 
editors as addenda (see esp. volume 1, pp. Ixxxx-lxxxxiv); these have 
been marked by an asterisk. I have not included references in the 
apparatus to the Catenae or the Sacra Parallela. This task I leave to 
those who are better acquainted than I with these recondite areas of 
the transmission of the Philonic corpus. [87] 


! On this index see my remarks at SPhA 2 (1990) 107-110. 
? Saint Ambroise devant l'exégése de Philon le Juif (Paris 1977) 2.13 n. 23. 
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ADDENDA ET CORRIGENDA 


In this section I indicate the place where the studies collected to- 
gether in this volume were first published, make a few remarks 
about what prompted me to write them in the first place, and add 
brief comments about specific passages (marked with asterisks in the 
margin of the text). These comments include corrections, occasion- 
al changes of mind and pointers to supplementary research that has 
been carried out since the studies were published. 


CHAPTER ONE 

Platonism, Philonism, and the Beginnings of Christian Thought 
Translated from the Dutch original, entitled Platonisme, Philonisme, 
en het begin van het christelijk denken, Quaestiones Infinitae: Publi- 
cations of the Department of Philosophy Utrecht University no. 2 
(Utrecht 1992). 


The circumstances of the lecture are indicated in the asterisked 
footnote on p. 1. The genre of the inaugural lecture is difficult. I de- 
cided to present some of the more accessible results of my research 
on Philo and the Church fathers, outlined in bold strokes, with 
emphasis on philosophical and theological aspects of the theme, 
and naturally with special focus on the contribution of the famous 
Dutch scholar who endowed the chair. 


p. 2: In the original I spoke of a 'contrast', but I am persuaded 
after a conversation with Prof. Th. de Boer (Amsterdam) that this is 
too strong. See further the remark below at p. 214 n. 12. 

p. 4 n. 14: The Ps.Justinian work has now been tentatively attri- 
buted to the 4th century author Marcellus of Ancyra: see C. Ried- 
weg, Ps.-Justin (Markell von Ankyra?) Ad Graecos De vera religione (bisher 
"Cohortatio ad Graecos"): Einleitung und Kommentar, 2 vols., Schweizer- 
ische Beiträge zur Altertumswissenschaft 25 (Basel 1994), on this 
passage 380. 

pp. 5-7: On Philo in Jerome and Augustine see now Chapter 15 
in Philo and Early Christian Literature. 
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p. 8, n. 29: See below 190-195, but now wholly superseded by 
Chapter 1 of Philo and Early Christian Literature. 

p. 9, n. 35: See now Philo and Early Christian Literature 47-58. It 
should be emphasized that these remarks do not represent Osborn’s 
final word on the subject. Two further contributions are in the press. 

p. 11, n. 41: See especially the conclusions presented in Chapter 
16 of that work. 

p. 12: This suggestion has proved controversial; see Philo and Early 
Christian Literature 340 n. 3. 

p. 21: I return to this question in Chapter 11 below, where after 
some further reflection I am somewhat more positive on the direct 
relation between Philo and Augustine, and also connect their com- 
mon exegesis to the Mémorial of Pascal. 


CHAPTER TWO 
Philonic Nomenclature 
Originally published in The Studia Philonica Annual 6 (1994) 1-27. 


The occasion that prompted me to write this paper is given in the 
first footnote. A shortened version was presented at the symposium 
Facets of Philo, held in honour of David Winston at the Center of 
Jewish Studies, Graduate Theological Union Berkeley, on 23 Novem- 
ber 1994. The paper is largely based on material collected for Philo 
in Early Christian Literature (see also below chapter 13), but examines 
its subject from an angle that is not systematically dealt with in that 
study. 


p. 30: On Ps.Justin see the remark in this chapter above on p. 4. 

p. 32. There is a second reference to Philo as tô 6098 ®iAwvi (the 
wise Philo) towards the end of the letter. 

p. 35. Isidore's use of the epithet mentioned in the previous note 
should have been noted here. 

p. 37 n. 29: See now chapter three. 

p. 50 n. 86: This practice is continued by Rav Hanazir's daughter- 
in-law in the title of her very recent monograph: N. G. Cohen, Philo 
Judaeus: his Universe of Discourse, Beiträge zur Erforschung des Alten 
Testaments und des Antiken Judentums 24 (Frankfurt 1995). 
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CHAPTER THREE 
Why does Clement of Alexandria call Philo ‘the Pythagorean’? 
Originally published in Vigiliae Christianae 49 (1995) 1-22. 


This question intrigued me for some time. In Philo in Early Christian 
Literature 136 I wrote that I found the epithet that Clement gives 
Philo ‘rather puzzling’. See also brief comments at The Studia Philon- 
¿ca Annual 5 (1993) 133 (to which David Winston replied at 145), 
and 6 (1994) 11-12 (= p. 37 above). So clearly it was time to reach a 
more definitive verdict. 


CHAPTER FOUR 

Underneath Cohn and Colson: the Text of Philo’s De virtutibus 

Originally published in E. H. Lovering Jr. (ed.), Society of Biblical 
Literature 1991 Seminar Papers, Society of Biblical Literature Seminar 
Papers Series 30 (Atlanta, Georgia 1991) 116-134. 


This paper was prepared for a meeting of the Philo Seminar, which 
took place at the 127th Annual meeting of the Society of Biblical 
Literature, Kansas City, on November 24th 1991. As in the case of 
meetings of the Seminar in earlier years, one session was devoted to 
the detailed examination of a Philonic treatise, in this case De 
virtutibus. The task I was set was to look at the text of the treatise. At 
the same time I tried to broaden the theme somewhat and also take 
into account the questions of what we are doing when we read a 
Greek Philonic text and what we should think of the texts that we 
have at our disposal. My paper shows a certain amount of overlap 
with the paper presented by Earle Hilgert at the same session, ‘A 
Review of Previous Research on Philo's De virtutibus’, published on 
pp. 103-115 of the same volume. Although concentrating somewhat 
more on Philo’s own writings than other papers in this collection, it 
did fit in well with my research on Philo and the Church Fathers, 
because work on the Philonic text needs to take into account the 
transmission of Philo’s works in the Patristic period, as is demon- 
strated at some length in the course of the argument. 

As the paper was going to press Prof. James Royse (San Francisco) 
kindly sent me a number of comments on a draft version, which I 
was no longer able to take into account before the paper was 
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published. Extracts from these will be cited in the additional notes 
below. 


p. 77: Royse writes: ‘Your analogy... is, I think, slightly skewed at 
one point. Basic and C are not compilers, but are, rather, what are 
called high-level languages, in contrast to machine or assembly 
languages. The distinction is as you say: they look more like English 
(at least like structured, technical English), and in particular they 
permit the programmer to ignore the internal workings of the parti- 
cular machine involved. (This latter point is sometimes put in terms 
of portability: a C program on one machine may look exactly the 
same as a C program on another machine. The machine or assembly 
language program will look completely different.) What the com- 
piler does is to convert a program in the high-level language into the 
machine language for the particular machine involved. (Usually a 
compiler will also produce assembly language, give messages on 
syntax errors, etc.) So each high-level language on each (type of) 
machine will have a compiler. 

p. 80: Mangey’s text is the one on which C. D. Yonge’s English 
translation of 1854-55 is based on, recently republished as The Works 
of Philo Complete and Unabridged (Peabody, Mass. 1993). See also the 
note below on p. 100. 

p. 81: More details on this episode now in J. R. Royse, The Spurious 
Texts of Philo of Alexandria: a Study of Textual Transmission and Corrup- 
tion with Indexes to the Major Collections of Greek Fragments, ALGH] 22 
(Leiden 1991) 136-138. 

p. 85, n. 32: See now my further discussion in Philo in Early 
Christian Literature 21 and plate opposite. 

p. 88: This can be seen by following the italicized passages in the 
translation of the passage offered by Van den Hoek on p. 71-106 of 
the study cited in n. 47. 

p. 88, n. 46: On the mention of Philo’s name, the immediate con- 
text and the words attributed to him, see further above p. 57-60. 

p. 90: I have added a translation of the two Greek texts. 

p. 92 n. 60: On these sources see now the excellent chapters in 
the study of James Royse cited in the note on p. 81 above, p. 14-58. 

p. 99: On the presence of Philo in the Catenae and the title 'Heb- 
rew’ see above p. 46-47 (where I missed this exceptional reference). 
According to the contents of the ms. given by G-G no. 183 the ex- 
tract is from the Catena in Numeros. 
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p. 100, n. 98: This is not to say that a new English translation of 
Philo’s works is not highly desirable. See my review of the reprint of 
Yonge’s 1854-55 translation in The Studia Philonica Annual 6 (1994) 
171-182, esp. 181. 


CHAPTER FIVE 

Verba Philonica, ’AyaAuartopopeiv, and the Authenticity of the De Re- 
surrectione Attributed to Athenagoras. 

Originally published in Vigiliae Christianae 46 (1992) 313-327, in a 
special fascicle containing two articles dedicated to Prof. J. C. M. van 
Winden on his 70th birthday (the other by J. Mansfeld). 


The main purpose of the article was to draw attention to influence 
that Philo's language had on Patristic terminology. The chief ex- 
ample used was the case of àyoA qua togopéo, and this had a possible 
consequence for the debate on the authenticity of the treatise attri- 
buted to the apologist Athenagoras. Unbeknown to me Philo's usage 
of the same term was analysed in an Italian article by P. Graffigna, 
‘Un hapax di Filone d’Alessandria: ayaApatogopetv’, Maia 43 
(1991) 143-148. She does not examine the patristic usage depen- 
dent on Philo. 


p. 103: The case in Proclus is perhaps not as insignificant as I 
thought. Homer is called a koouonoAıtng because he does not indi- 
cate his parents of place of birth, and numerous cities have claimed 
him as his own. The implication is that Homer's status transcends 
particular interests and is truly universal. 

p. 103 n. 5: The new 'D' version reveals one more text, Didymus 
of Alexandria, Commentary on the Psalms 186.18. Didymus was well 
acquainted with Philo's writings; cf. Philo and Early Christian Literature 
197-204. 

p. 106 n. 9: The new ‘D’ version of the TLG reveals two additional 
texts in Didymus of Alexandria, Commentary on Zacharias, 5.149.7, 
5.150.5 (exegesis Zach. 14:15, the soul symbolized by an ass is freed 
from irrationality and goes up to the spiritual Jerusalem, just as Jesus 
was AyaAuaTopopoVuevog on an ass). The editor L. Doutreleau, SC 
85 (Paris 1962) 3.1055, notes that the word is strange because 
&yo. ue usually refers to an idol. But he has not taken the Philonic 
background into account and the fact that the term must be placed 
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in the context of Logos theology/epistemology (cf. the other patri- 
stic texts discussed below at p. 110). The same disk also gives two 
texts from the Byzantine historian Nicephorus Gregoras, Historia 
Romana 2.894.14, 3.544.5. 

p. 112: The debate recorded here has been continued by the two 
main scholars representing the positions against and for authen- 
ticity: 

—H. E. Lona, “Bemerkungen zu Athenagoras und Pseudo-Athen- 
agoras', VC 42 (1988) 352-363 (not cited in the original article); 
‘Die dem Apologeten Athenagoras zugeschriebene Schrift «De 
resurrectione mortuorum» und die altchristliche Auferstehungs- 
apologetik’, Salesianum 52 (1990) 525-578; Uber die Auferstehung des 
Fleisches: Studien zur frühchristlichen Eschatologie, Beihefte zur 
Zeitschrift für de neutestamentliche Wissenschaft 66 (Berlin-New 
York 1993), esp. 127-129. 

—B. Pouderon, ‘La chair et le sang: encore sur l‘authenticité du 
traité d’Athénagore’, VC 44 (1990) 1-5 (also not cited in the 
original article); Athénagore. Supplique au sujet des Chrétiens, Sur la 
résurrection des morts, SC 379 (Paris 1992), esp. 33-34; ‘Apologetica. 
Encore sur l'authenticité du «De Resurrectione» d’Athenagore (= 
part one)’, Revue des Sciences Religieuses 67 (1993) 23-40 (the part in 
which he replies to my position has not yet been published). 

It should be observed that these two authors approach the question 
from two completely different viewpoints. Lona is above all con- 
cerned with the doctrine of the resurrection of the body, Pouderon 
with the auvre of the apologist Athenagoras. Finally we note that 
according to J. Pepin in R. Goulet (ed.) Dictionnaire des philosophes 
antiques, vol. 1 (Paris 1989) 642, ‘il est impossible d’arriver a une 
certitude’ in this question. 

p. 115: Pouderon has returned at great length to this question in 
the article cited above on p. 76. 

p. 116: It goes without saying that this second term is not present 
in the Legatio (otherwise my argument would lose its force), but I 
should perhaps have stated this explicitly. This term too occurs twice 
in Didymus of Alexandria, Fragmenta in Psalmos 893, 1071 
Muhlenberg. 
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CHAPTER SIX 

Philo and Origen: a Preliminary Survey 

Originally published in R. J. Daly (ed.), Origeniana Quinta: Papers of 
the 5th International Origen Congress Boston College 14-18 August 1989, 
Bibliotheca Ephemeridum Theologicarum Lovaniensium 105 
(Leuven 1992) 333-339. 


This brief study on Origen’s debt to Philo forms a preparatory study 
for chapter 9 in Philo and Early Christian Literature. It goes into much 
less detail, because it was presented as a workshop paper at the fifth 
International Origen Congress. It is worth reprinting because it 
offers a succinct and useful status quaestionis of the subject. 


p. 118 n. 2: Further details in Philo and Early Christian Literature 
158 n. 6. 

p. 118 n. 4: See below chapter 14. 

p. 120: Translations of these passages are found in Philo and Early 
Christian Literature 160-162. 

p. 122: Further discussion of these controversies in Philo and Early 
Christian Literature 163-171. 

p. 123. I. e. if a study parallel to that of Van den Hoek, cited in n. 
5, were to be achieved, it would require extensive reading of and 
research on the vast, chaotically preserved corpus Origenianum. ] am 
not persuaded by the argument of C. Blonnigen, Der griechische Ur- 
sprung der jüdisch-hellenistischen Allegorese und ihre Rezeption in der 
alexandrinischen Patristik, Europaische Hochschulshcriften Reihe XV: 
Klassische Sprachen und Literaturen 59 (Frankfurt etc. 1992), esp. 
265, that Origen deliberately avoids direct usage of Philonic themes. 
More research needs to be done first. 


CHAPTER SEVEN 
"Where, tell me, is the Jew...?’: Basil, Philo and Isidore of Pelusium 
Originally published in Vigiliae Christianae 46 (1992) 172-189. 


Various themes connecting Basil of Caesarea and Isidore of Pelus- 
ium with Philo are brought together in this article. Of particular 
interest is the fact that both church fathers are concerned to combat 
Judaism (as well as heresy), but that Isidore undertakes to defend 
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Philo from the general indictment given by Basil in his sermon on 
the sixth day of creation. A reason for this strategy is suggested at 
the end of the article. On the relation between Philo and heresy see 
further chapter eight below. On Basil’s knowledge and use of Philo 
see also Philo and Early Christian Literature 235-241. The chapter 
builds on the results of chapter 9 below, but I have retained the 
chronological order of the church fathers involved. 


p. 127: The numbering of the lines in the long quotation differs 
slightly from that in the original. References to these lines below 
have been adjusted accordingly. 

p. 129 n. 8: Prof. A. Kamesar (Hebrew Union College, Cincinatti) 
is about to publish an article in the Italian journal Henoch, in which 
he very plausibly argues that Basil may have in mind the passage in 
Wisdom of Solomon 16:20-21, which is attributed to Philo because 
he was regarded as the author of this work (as noted in Philo and 
Early Christian Literature 277, 319, 331-2, but not in relation to this 
particular text discussed at 236). 

p. 138 & 139: The Greek text of the entire letter is given below in 
chapter 9. 

p. 142 n. 37: See the further examination of Philo’s relation to 
heresy in chapter 8 below. 

p. 142 n. 39: See now Philo and Early Christian Literature 1-33. 

p. 143: On these titles see chapter 2 above, and esp. p. 36, 39. 


CHAPTER EIGHT 
A Note on Philo and Christian Heresy 
Originally published in The Studia Philonica Annual 4 (1992) 65-74. 


As indicated in the opening words of the article, its subject was a 
direct result of researches on the role of Philo in the Letters of 
Isidore of Pelusium (see chapter 9). The question of Philo’s pur- 
ported relation to Christian heresy required a separate treatment. 


p. 144: On Gregory’s knowledge and use of Philo see further Philo 
and Early Christian Literature 243-261. 

p. 145: On the epithet ‘the Hebrew’ that Gregory uses to describe 
Philo here see further above p. 40. 

p. 148: Basil’s text is further discussed above in chapter 7; see esp. 
p. 135-137. 
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p. 151: On Ambrose’s knowledge and use of Philo see further 
Philo and Early Christian Literature 291-311. 

p. 152: Cf. also exegesis of Gen. 9:6 by Basil and Isidore men- 
tioned above at p. 142. 


CHAPTER NINE 

Philo of Alexandria in Five Letters of Isidore of Pelusium 

Originally published in D. T. Runia, D. M. Hay and D. Winston 
(edd.), Heirs of the Septuagint. Philo, Hellenistic Judaism and Early Christ- 
ianity: Festschrift for Earle Hilgert, Brown Judaic Studies 230 [= The 
Studia Philonica Annual 3 (1991)] (Atlanta 1991) 295-311. 


The presence of Philo’s writings in the Letter-collection of Isidore of 
Pelusium remains an almost wholly unexplored subject. Further 
work is hampered by the lack of a sound critical edition. There is no 
evidence to suggest that this situation will improve in the near 
future. 


p. 155 n. 1: An important survey article on Isidore is about to be 
published by U. Treu in the Reallexikon für Antike und Christentum. 

p. 158: The line numbering differs somewhat from that in the 
original publication. All references have been modified accordingly. 

p. 167: ‘Modern scholars...’ This remark prompted my later 
article on Philo and Christian heresy (see above chapter 8). 

p. 167: ‘Epithet’. See the remarks in this chapter above on p. 32 
and 35. 

p. 170: See above p. 34-35. 

p. 173. ó Bewpntixa@tatoc. On the epithet see further above p. 39. 

p. 173. Jacob and Israel. On this theme in Philo see now the 
monograph by E. Birnbaum, The Place of Judaism in Philo’s Thought: 
Israel, Jews, and Proselytes, Brown Judaic Studies (Atlanta 1995). 

p. 173: Josephus in Isidore. See now also the brief discussion in H. 
Schreckenberg, ‘Josephus in Early Christian Literature and Medieval 
Christian Art’, in H. Schreckenberg and K. Schubert (edd.), Jewish 
Historiography and Iconography in Early and Medieval Christianity, 
CRINT III 1 (Assen 1992) 79-80. 

p. 177: Jerome. On this text see further Philo and Early Christian 
Literature 314, 319. 

p. 177. Isidore on the passions. Further investigation needs to be 
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made of patristic evidence on this theme. For example Gregory of 
Nyssa, who upholds the ideal of anadeıo, states at Dial. de anim. et res. 
61A that the passions as Kıynnara tis woxic are apetiic ñ kata 
Opyava depending on the use made of them in the rational choice 
(mpoaipeotc). But Gregory does not focus on the aspect of turning 
or change. 


CHAPTER TEN 

Witness or Participant? Philo and the Neoplatonic Tradition 

Originally published in A. Vanderjagt and D. Patzold (edd.), The 
Neoplatonic Tradition: Jewish, Christian and Islamic Themes, Dialectica 
Minora 3 (Koln 1991) 36-56. 


This article was written in response to the invitation of Dr. A. Van- 
derjagt to give a paper at a symposium on the Neoplatonic tradition 
on the occasion of the 25th anniversary of the Faculty of Philosophy, 
University of Groningen, as a separate faculty. I used the opportuni- 
ty to prepare a preliminary study for part of the contents of chapter 
one of Philo and Early Christian Literature, in which I trace the history 
of the survival of the Philonic corpus. The middle section of the 
paper is a brief summary of my findings. I have included the paper 
because in the first section it gives a useful status quaestionis on the 
question of the relation between Philonic thought and Neoplaton- 
ism, and in the third section it discusses an interesting and impor- 
tant theological theme common to Philo, Numenius and Plotinus. 
Clearly, however, much research still needs to be carried on the 
main subject of the article before any more definitive results can be 
reached. 


p. 185 n. 6: Now published in Band XVII 213-246, quote on 236. 

p. 192. I have replaced the diagram presented in the original 
article with the updated version published in Philo and Early Chnstian 
Literature 18 (with the permission of the publisher Van Gorcum). 

p. 194: I hold on to this view, and remain unconvinced by the ob- 
jection of A. Hilhorst that Heliodorus may have been a Christian; 
see A. Hilhorst, “Was Philo Read by Pagans? The Statement on 
Heliodorus in Socrates Hist. Eccl. 5.22’, SPhA 4 (1992) 75-77. 

p. 195: Prof. Drijvers now thinks that Alexander of Aphrodisias 
was Bardaisan’s chief Greek source. 
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p. 197 n. 35: The question remains controversial. In a paper pre- 
sented to the Leiden Seminar for Ancient and Medieval Philosophy 
in May 1994 John Whittaker disclosed that he has changed his mind, 
and no longer supports the ‘Judaizing’ interpretation of fr. 13. 

p. 197 n. 37: The dissertation has still not been completed. 

p. 201. Two important commentaries on Ennead 6.9 have since 
appeared: P. A. Meijer, Plotinus On the Good or the One (Enneads VI, 9), 
Amsterdam Classical Monographs 1 (Amsterdam 1992); P. Hadot, 
Plotin Traité 9 VI, 9 (Paris 1994). Neither devote any attention to the 
theme of the 'standing god' and the relation to Numenius or Philo). 


CHAPTER ELEVEN 

God of the Philosophers, God of the Patriarchs: Exegetical Backgrounds in 
Philo of Alexandria 

Originally published in F. J. Hoogewoud and R. Munk (edd.), Joodse 
Filosofie tussen Rede en Traditie: Feestbundel ter ere van de tachtigste ver- 
jaardag van Prof. dr. H. J. Heering (Kampen 1993) 13-23. 


The first part of the Festschrift in honour of Professor Heering, 
Emeritus Professor of the Philosophy of Religion at the University of 
Leiden, consists of twelve essays exploring the relation between the 
God of the philosophers and the God of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob. 
Its purpose was to serve as an example of how philosophy and Jewish 
tradition have co-existed and can fruitfully interact with each other. 
My task was to start the ball rolling by examining Philo's contri- 
bution. Certain themes of my Utrecht inaugural lecture return here 
[= above chapter one] and are further developed. In this collection I 
publish the original version of my article as submitted. In the 
published version the beginning was altered so that it would fit in 
with the book's Introduction. 


CHAPTER TWELVE 
Confronting the Augean Stables: Royse's Fragmenta Spuria Philonica 
Originally published in The Studia Philonica Annual 4 (1992) 78-86. 


As noted on p. 226, the subject of Philo's fragments is intimately 
connected with the transmission of his writings in the Patristic 
period. Royse's long-awaited edition of the complete Greek frag- 
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ments of Philo has not yet appeared, but on the basis of this and 
other research we may safely predict that, when it is finally pub- 
lished, it will have been worth the wait. 


p. 222: On the Catena in Genesim see further the remarks above at 
p. 46-47, and also my review of volume 1 of F. Petit’s edition at SPhA 
5 (1993) 229-232. 

p. 225: The additional reverse index suggested here was pub- 
lished by Royse in SPhA 5 (1993) 156-179. 

p. 225, n. 24: Skarsten’s dissertation is still not yet available in 
English. But for further information on may consult see his article 
‘Some Applications of Computers to the Study of Ancient Greek 
Texts: a Progress Report’, Symbolae Osloenses 66 (1991) 203-220. 


CHAPTER THIRTEEN 
References to Philo from Josephus up to 1000 AD 
Originally published in The Studia Philonica Annual 6 (1994) 111-121. 


The list is as complete as I have been able to make it within the 
limits indicated in the preliminary remarks, with the exception of 
one additional reference listed below. 


p. 237: Theodoret makes another reference to Philo at Curatio 
affectionum Graecarum 2.94 61.19 Raeder, where before citing Philo 
of Byblus, he repeats Eusebius’ assertion that ody 0 'EDpoiog AAN” ò 
BvßAuog is meant. Cf. Eusebius PE 1.9.20 cited below at p. 232, and 
also my remarks on this text above at p. 28. 


CHAPTER FOURTEEN 
An Index to Cohn-Wendland’s Apparatus Testimoniorum 
Originally published in The Studia Philonica Annual 6 (1994) 111-121. 


After some deliberation I have decided to reprint this index. It gives 
access to a large amount of Patristic material relevant to Philonic 
studies which has scarcely been noted because it has been tucked 
away by the two editors in the apparatus and addenda of their great 
critical edition. 


INDICES 


1. Index of biblical passages 
2. Index of Philonic passages 
3. Index of ancient authors 
4. Index of modern authors 


1. Index of biblical passages 


Genesis Exodus 

1:1 234 1:17 120, 231 

1:3 127, 131 3:6 23, 07 

1:6-7 130 3:14-15 1-5, 19-21, 207-218 

1:26-27 15, 124, 126-143 3:14 15,19 

1:26 107, 110-111, 114, 3:15 10 
127-30, 162, 164, 6:3 4,19, 212-213 
166 7:15 199 

1:27 128 12:2 238 

2:2 120 16:36 67 

2:6 233 17:6 147, 199 

2:7 108 20:21 15 

2:15 234 24:10 199 

3:22 132-134 25:21 165 

4:2 118, 233 33:13-23 15 

4:3 152 33:13 212 

4:18 233 33:19 162, 166 

5:3-5 233 

6:2 231 Leviticus 

6:2ff. 120 

7:20 234 

8:15 294 Numbers 

9:6 t 2. 142, 152, 14:44 199 

117 132 B9 ——12 

12 233 

15:22 202 D 

16 933 euteronomy 

17:1 211-212 1:31 121, 123 

18:22 199, 202 4:24 16-17 

19:24 162, 166 5:31 199 

27:16 173 6:4 16-17, 166 

28:12-13 120 8:5 123 

31:13 166, 199 18:15 172 

40:20 12] 25:4 94 


26:17-18 


Ecclestiastes 
9:9 

10:7-8 

12:5 


Isaiah 


Jeremiah 
15:10 


Zacharaiah 


11:7 
14:15 


90, 98 


95 


133 

128 

2 

162, 166 
162, 166 
162, 166 
176 

162, 166 


231 


233 
254 


Wisdom of Solomon 


7.1 
10:1 
16:20-21 


Ben Sirach 
19:13 


Matthew 
13:15 


21:33-43 
22:32 


105 
105 
257 


169 


168, 170 
172 
208 


INDICES 


Mark 
12:26 


Luke 
20:37 


John 
4:24 


Romans 
11:1 


1 Corinthians 


1:24 
15:47-49 


2 Corinthians 


11:22 


Galatians 
4:24 


Colossians 


1:15-20 
1:15 


2 Timothy 
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